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EsTATB  OF  Cole:  Mulbebgbe,  Eespondent,  vs.  Bbubhatjs  and      }g|  ^^j 

others,  Executors,  Appellants.  jg|  J}J 


100       1 

Janvxiry  11 — Jarmary  Sly  1899,  dm  tm 


(1-3)  Municipal  corporatums:  Refusal  ofofflcera  to  enforce  rights:  Ao-    I  102  1 

tion  hy  taxpayer:  Appeal  from  county  court.    (4-6)  Trusts  and       ^^'        *" 
trustees:  Repairs  and perrMin^nt  improvements  on  realty:  Paymeiit 
from  income:  Costs. 

1.  When  the  officers  of  a  public  corporation,  upon  whom  the  duty  de- 

Tolves  of  appealing  to  the  courts  to  protect  its  rights,  refuse  to  put 
the  necessary  judicial  machinery  in  motion  upon  demand  being 
made  therefor  by  a  tazpaying  member  of.  such  corporation  acting 
for  himself  and  all  other  such  persons,  or  the  circumstances  are 
such  as  to  obviously  render  such  demand  useless,  such  taxpayer 
may,  so  acting,  take  the  place  of  such  public  officers  for  the  purpose 
of  enforcing  the  corporate  rights. 

2.  If  a  public  corporation  be  aggrieved  by  a  determination  of  a  county 

court  as  to  a  matter  pending  before  it,  and  the  proper  officers  of 
such  corporation  refuse  or  neglect  to  appeal  from  such  determina- 
tion to  the  circuit  court  for  relief,  a  taxpaying  member  of  such 
corporation,  acting  as  before  indicated,  may  intervene  and  take 
the  appeal 

8^  The  test  of  the  right  of  appeal  in  the  circumstances  stated  above  is 
not  whether  the  taxpayer  is  directly  injured  by  the  determination 
of  the  county  court,  but  whether  the  corporation  as  a  whole  is  in- 
jured or  aggrieved  in  a  matter  in  which  the  individual  members 
of  the  corporation  have  a  substantial  interest. 

4  If  property  consisting  of  real  estate  be  by  will  conveyed  to  trustees 
to  hold  for  the  life  of  certain  persons  in  being  therein  named,  the 
Vol*  102  —  1 
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income  therefrom  to  be  used  so  far  as  necessary  to  keep  the  prop- 
erty in  repair  and  to  pay  the  taxes  and  insurance,  and  the  balance 
to  be  paid  to  those  having  the  life  interest  during  the  continuation 
of  their  lives,  and  the  corpus  of  the  property  to  be,  at  the  termina- 
tion of  the  life  interest,  conveyed  to  a  municipal  corporation  for 
purposes  for  which  it  may  legally  hold  and  devote  it,  and  there  be 
ample  income  from  such  property  to  preserve  it  for  the  ultimate 
purpose  named  in  the  will,  and  there  be  no  express  power  in  the 
will  for  the  trustees  to  make  permanent  repairs  or  improvements 
on  the  property  out  of  the  corpus  thereof,  only  the  income  can  be 
devoted  to  that  purpose. 

6.  In  the  circumstances  mentioned  in  the  foregoing,  the  trustees  of  the 
trust,  even  with  the  consent  of  those  having  the  life  interest  and 
the  mimicipality  entitled  to  the  property  ultimately,  have  no  right 
to  devote  any  part  of  the  principal  of  the  trust  estate  to  the  mak- 
ing of  betterments  or  permanent  improvement& 

0.  In  an  action  to  enforce  a  trust,  or  concerning  its  administration,  the 
subject  of  costs  is  regulated  wholly  by  statute.  All  costs  and  coim- 
sel  fees  as  well,  for  which  the  trustees  would  otherwise  be  liable, 
are  chargeable  to  the  trust  property  or  income  thereof,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  some  direction  to  the  contrary  based  on  bad  faith  on  the 
part  of  the  trustees.  The  court  has  no  authority,  independent  of 
a  statute  on  the  subject,  to  direct  the  payment  of  costs  or  counsel 
fees  out  of  the  trust  fund,  except  such  taxable  costs  as  the  trustees 
would  otherwise  be  compelled  to  pay  personally. 
[Syllabus  by  Marshall^  J.] 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Jefferson 
county :  John  E.  Bennett,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

John  W.  Cole  died  testate  February  17,  1894.  By  his 
will  he  bequeathed  to  three  executors  named  the  bulk  of  his 
property  in  trust,  to  manage  and  control  the  same  during 
the  life  of  his  wife,  Eliza  Cole,  and  son,  Oscar  A.  Cole^  to 
keep  all  the  buildings  insured  and  in  a  proper  state  of  repair, 
to  collect  all  rents  and  other  revenues  of  the  estate,  to  dis- 
burse the  same  by  paying  for  all  repairs,  insurance,  taxes, 
and  expenses  of  administering  the  trust,  and  by  paying  the 
residue  to  the  wife  and  son  in  certain  proportions  indicated 
during  the  lifetime  of  both,  and  the  whole  to  the  survivor 
during  his  or  her  life ;  and  at  the  death  of  the  wife  and  son 
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the  entire  trust  estate  received  by  the  trustees  under  the  will 
was  directed  to  be  conveyed  to  the  city  of  Watertown  in 
trust  for  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  a  public 
library  and  business  men's  club  room,  and  a  home  for  aged 
and  poor  people  of  the  city.  One  of  the  executors  named 
refused  to  serve,  and  one  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator. 
Such  proceedings  were  had  that  the  defendants  were  duly 
appointed  as  trustees  and  executors,  and  prior  to  October 
28, 1897,  they  duly  completed  the  settlement  of  the  estate 
as  to  the  usual  probate  proceedings. 

Before  the  testator  died  he  commenced  making  some  re- 
pairs and  changes  of  some  business  buildings  covered  by  the 
bequests,  which  repairs  were  continued  to  completion,  and 
other  repairs  and  changes  in  the  property  bequeathed  were 
made  by  the  trustees,  which,  in  effect,  modernized  two  of 
such  buildings  by  putting  in  new  fronts  and  otherwise  mak- 
ing them  more  desirable  as  rentable  property.  A  barn  was 
also  reconstructed,  and  some  expenditures  were  made  on  a 
farm  by  way  of  making  a  well  and  erecting  a  windmill.  On 
the  10th  day  of  June,  1897,  a  detailed  statement  of  receipts 
and  disbursements  made  on  account  of  the  property  was  filed, 
whereby  it  appeared  that  several  thousand  dollars  of  income 
had  been  received  in  excess  of  the  amount  paid  out  for  re- 
pairs and  improvements.  All  such  repairs  and  improvements 
were  charged  against  the  income,  and  also  $2,164.97  paid  to 
the  wife  and  son,  and  there  was  yet  left  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustees  a  balance  of  $1,084.48.  Subsequent  to  the  filing  of 
such  statement  the  trustees  represented  to  the  common  coun- 
cil of  the  city  of  Watertown  that  they  were  entitled  to  be 
reimbursed  out  of  the  estate  for  expenditures  charged  against 
the  income  for  improvements  on  the  property  and  other  ex- 
penditures. The  result  was  that  an  agreement  was  made 
between  such  trustees  and  the  city  council,  to  the  effect 
that  a  portion  of  the  trust  estate  known  as  the  homestead 
should  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  used  to  reimburse  the  for- 
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mer  for  money  paid  out  by  them  for  funeral  expenses,  debts 
and  taxes  due  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  for  permanent 
improvements  made,  or  that  might  be  made,  on  the  property. 
Such  proceedings  were  thereafter  had  that  the  homestead 
was  sold  under  an  order  of  the  county  court,  the  proceeds 
to  be  applied  according  to  the  subsequent  order  of  the  court. 
Thereafter  on  the  28th  day  of  October,  1897,  defendants 
made  a  final  report  as  executors,  of  the  expenses  incurred 
in  the  settlement  of  the  estate,  showing  a  balance  of  $1,791.21 
due  them.  They  also  filed  a  detailed  statement  of  what  they 
called  "  permanent  improvements  "  on  the  real  estate,  as  fol- 
lows: On  the  Cole  Blqpk,  $1,225.99;  on  the  homestead, 
$146.58;  on  the  Harvey  Block,  $2,184.98;  on  the  bam, 
$316.02;  on  the  farm,  $205.50, —  the  same  being  identical 
with  the  expenditures  paid  out  of  the  income  according  to 
the  statements  filed  in  June.  They  also  filed  a  statement 
of  expenses  of  the  sale  of  the  homestead,  amounting  to  $35, 
the  entire  account  aggregating  $4,114.07.  Against  that  they 
credited  the  receipts  from  the  sale  of  the  homestead,  leaving 
a  balance  due  them  of  $114.07.  A  hearing  was  had  on  the 
accounts  as  so  made  up,  at  which  a  citizen  and  taxpayer  of 
the  city,  the  respondent  herein,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all 
others  similarly  interested,  filed  objections  upon  the  ground 
that  no  authority  existed  for  the  making  of  permanent  im- 
provements on  the  trust  property,  and  that  none  of  the 
items  in  either  of  the  accounts  were  for  such  improvements, 
and  that  no  part  of  the  proceeds  of  the  homestead  could 
properly  be  applied  in  payment  of  either  the  executors'  ac- 
count for  the  settlement  of  the  estate,  or  for  the  so-called 
improvements  upon  the  property.  A  hearing  was  had  on 
such  objections  with  the  result  that  the  court,  by  order,  de- 
termined that  the  account  for  the  amount  due  the  executors, 
of  $1,791.21,  was  payable  out  of  the  property  of  the  testa- 
tor not  disposed  of  by  his  will ;  that  no  part  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  homestead  could  be  used  to  reimburse  the  executors 
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for  expenditures  upon  the  trust  property  in  excess  of  such 
as  constituted  permanent  improvements  strictly  so  called ; 
that  it  was  impossible  to  determine  the  amount  expended 
for  such  improvements  with  exactness,  but  that  there  should 
be  allowed  on  that  account  the  $316.02  paid  out  on  the  bam, 
$940.32  on  the  two  business  blocks,  and  $35  for  expenses  of 
making  the  sale  of  the  homestead,  in  all  $1,291.34. 

The  objecting  taxpayer,  respondent  herein,  in  the  capacity 
in  which  he  filed  his  objections,  appealed  from  the  determi- 
nation of  the  county  court  to  the  circuit  court.  In  the  cir- 
cuit court  the  trustees  moved  for  a  dismissal  of  the  appeal 
upon  the  ground  that  the  appellant  had  no  appealable  inter- 
est.    The  motion  was  denied. 

The  result  of  the  hearing  on  appeal  was  a  judgment  that 
the  agreement  between  the  city  of  Watertown  and  the  de- 
fendants for  a  sale  of  the  homestead  and  reimbursement  of 
the  trustees  out  of  the  proceeds  for  money  laid  out  and  ex- 
pended by  them  on  the  trust  property,  was  void,  and  that 
the  whole  of  such  proceeds,  $4,000,  belonged  to  the  trust 
estate  to  be  invested  for  the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Cole  and  her 
son  Oscan"  during  their  lives,  and  thereafter  to  be  paid  over 
to  the  city  of  "Watertown  in  trust  for  the  purposes  mentioned 
in  the  will  of  John  "W.  Cole.  From  that  judgment  defend- 
ants appealed. 

i.  B.  GoBwell  and  TT.  H.  Rogers^  for  the  appellants,  con- 
tended, inier  aliaj  that  the  circuit  court  should  have  dis- 
missed the  appeal  for  the  reason  that  Mulberger ,  the  appellant 
from  the  county  court,  had  no  interest  in  the  subject  matter 
determined  and  was  not  a  party  aggrieved.  E.  S.  1878,  sec. 
4031 ;  Amory  v.  Amory^  26  "Wis.  152 ;  Strong  v.  Winslow,  3 
Pin.  27;  Gtmn  v,  Oreen^  14  "Wis.  316;  Dcnonerv.  Howard^ 
47  id.  J176;  Ma/rx  v:  Howlandsy  69  id.  110;  Estate  of  Cooh^  99 
Mich.  63.  To  enable  a  party  to  appeal  he  must  have  an  ab- 
solute pecuniary  interest  in  the  matter  in  controversy.  Mo- 
FcMrlcmd  v.  Pierce^  151  Ind.  546 ;  Lobar  v.  Nichols^  23  Mich« 
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310;  EstcOe  of  Cooh^  99  id.  63;  Briard  v.  Ooodale^  86  Me. 
100;  Deermg  v,  Adama^  34  id.  41;  In  re  Estate  of  Ha/rdy^ 
35  Minn.  193 ;  &u)aAi  v.  Picquet^  3  Pick.  443 ;  JRichardson  v. 
Richa/rdaon,  2  Root,  219 ;  Kelly  v.  Israel^  11  Paige,  147;  State 
ex  rd.  Agusti  v.  Hovston^  30  La.  Ann.  1175 ;  State  ex  rd.  Bd- 
den  V,  Ma/rhey^  21  id.  743;  Raleigh  i).  Rogers^  26  N.  J.  Eq. 
506;  Swaohkamer  v.  Klm^s  AdmW^  id.  508.  The  testator 
attempted  to  make  the  city  a  trustee  for  certain  charitable 
purposes,  and  a  mere  taxpayer  in  the  city  cannot  have  any 
pecuniary  interest  in  the  trust,  or  be  an  aggrieved  person 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Unless  MvXbergen  can 
show  he  has  a  special  pecuniary  interest  or  would  sustain 
loss  resulting  from  the  order  of  the  county  court,  not  in  com- 
mon with  the  others,  he  has  no  standing  in  court  and  cannot 
appeal  from  the  order.  £dl  v.  PlattewUe^  71  "Wis.  147; 
OUkey  v.  M&rriU,  67  id.  459;  2  DiUon,  Mun.  Corp.  §  574; 
Burbwnk  v.  Burbomk^  152  Mass.  254.  See,  also,  1  Am.  & 
Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  450 ;  Downer  i;.  Howard^  47  "Wis.  476 ; 
Judd  V.  Fox  Lake^  28  id.  583;  DooUUU  v.  Broome  Co.  18 
N.  Y.  155 ;  JSixle  v.  Cuehmam,^  6  Met.  425.  The  donation  is 
not  to  the  city  of  Watertown  so  as  to  affect  taxation.  It  is 
to  the  city  in  trust  for  certain  objects.  McHugh  v.  McCole^ 
97  Wis.  166, 182 ;  Rhymer's  Appeal,  93  Pa.  St.  142-145.  The 
right  of  a  taxpayer  to  appear  in  court  against  a  common  in- 
jury is  similar  to  a  proceeding  to  abate  a  common  nuisance. 
It  must  appear  that  the  plaintiff  sustains  damage  peculiar 
to  himself  and  not  in  common  with  his  fellows.  Otherwise 
the  action  must  be  prosecuted  by  the  attorney  general.  Bige- 
lov>  V.  Sartford  B.  Co.  14  Conn.  565,  577;  Zettel  v.  West 
Bendy  79  Wis.  316 ;  Euehn  v.  Mikoaukee,  83  id.  583. 
Barlow  Pease,  for  the  respondent. 

Marshall,  J.  Appellants  contend  that  respondent  had 
no  right  to  take  the  appeal  from  the  county  court  to  the  cir- 
cuit court,  and  that  the  latter  erred  in  not  dismissing  it  on 
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appellants'  motion.  The  statute  (sec.  4031,  K.  S.  1878)  is  re- 
ferred to,  giving  the  right  of  appeal  in  such  cases  only  to 
the  party  aggrieved,  and  numerous  cases  are  cited  to  the 
effect  that  only  a  person  having  a  substantial  or  pecuniary 
interest  in  the  matter  is  a  party  aggrieved  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute.  It  is  unnecessary  to  discuss  that  question 
at  any  considerable  length.  It  is  sufficient  to  refer  to  the 
reasoning  in  many  cases  recently  decided  by  this  court  as  to 
the  right  of  a  taxpayer  to  enforce  the  cause  of  action  of  a 
public  corporation  of  which  he  is  a  member  when  its  officers 
neglect  or  refuse  to  perform  their  duty.  Quaw  v,  Paff^  98 
"Wis.  686;  Frederick  v.  Douglas  Co.  96  Wis.  411;  Lamd^  L. 
<fe  Z.  Co.  «.  Mclntyre^  100  "Wis.  245,  258 ;  Bice  v.  MH/uxmTcee^ 
100  Wis.  616;  Wehst^  v,  Douglas  Co.poat^  p.  181. 

The  direct  ipjury  to  be  remedied  where  the  taxpayer  in- 
tervenes and  sets  the  judicial  machinery  in  motion  for  that 
purpose,  is  not  personal  and  direct  to  himself,  but  to  the  cor- 
poration. The  question  is.  Are  the  members  of  the  corpora- 
tion as  a  whole  aggrieved?  If  so,  rather  than  that  justice 
shall  fail,  the  court  will  take  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  of 
controversy  at  the  instance  of  a  taxpayer.  The  fact  that 
the  threatened  injury  or  the  wrong  done  is  to  the  corpora- 
tion, and  that  its  governing  body  or  officers,  who  should 
move  in  the  matter,  neglect  or  refuse  to  do  so,  creates  a  ne- 
cessity for  some  other  way  to  remedy  the  mischief,  and  in 
that  situation  the  circumstance  of  a  person  being  a  taxpayer 
and  interested  in  the  protection  of  its  rights  is  a  sufficient 
test  of  his  competency  to  challenge  the  threatened  wrong, 
or  wrong  actually  done,  in  a  court  of  justice.  That  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  is  the  most  powerful  and  effective  force  to 
prevent  and  redress  wrongs  to  public  corporations  when 
their  officers  squander  public  money  or  improperly  surren- 
der or  violate  public  rights,  either  corruptly  or  ignorantly. 
There  is  no  other  way  to  successfully  and  efficiently  meet 
that  situation.    In  such  cases,  where  officers  neglect  to  do 
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their  duty,  the  wrong  need  not  by  any  means  go  unredressed 
BO  long  as  there  is  a  single  taxpayer  with  courage  and  public 
spirit  enough  to  set  the  judicial  machinery  in  motion.  He 
may  stand  in  court  in  place  of  the  unfaithful  public  oflScials. 
The  court,  in  him,  will  recognize  the  interests  of  the  corpo- 
ration as  a  whole,  and,  with  the  evidence  produced  before 
it  calling  for  action,  by  its  decree  compel  the  performance 
of  duty  by  all  within  its  reach. 

No  man  or  set  of  men  can  wrong  a  public  corporation  in 
TVisconsin  and  defy  its  members,  by  means  of  sustaining  such 
relations  with  the  individuals  of  its  governing  body  as  to 
deter  them  from  properly  protecting  the  public  rights,  or 
their  failing  to  do  it  from  any  other  cause.  Such  has  been 
found  to  be  the  situation  in  some  states  at  some  times,  as  in- 
dicated in  Land^  L,  <&  Z.  Co.  v.  Mclntyre,  mpra^  but  not  here. 
The  subject  is  not  governed  by  any  statute,  or  necessarily  by 
precedent  As  said  in  the  case  cited,  the  power  of  a  court  of 
equity,  which  is  the  jurisdiction  invoked  by  the  taxpayer,  is 
broad  enough  to  fit  all  situations  where,  to  effect  justice,  a 
remedy  is  required.  While  it  is  guided  by  precedents,  it  is 
not  governed  by  them,  but  may  meet  new  situations  as  they 
arise,  so  that,  in  the  race  between  it  and  wron^  doin^  by 
pubBc  ^™>.s  in  U.0  ^^^r^  o,  U,e  U^  JJ^iZ 
municipality,  the  way  is  open  and  the  means  ample  to  se- 
cure the  prevalence  of  justice  over  wrong. 

It  will  not  be  questioned  but  that  the  city  of  Watertown 
could  have  appealed  from  the  action  of  the  county  court. 
That  being  the  case,  the  taxpayer,  within  all  the  decisions 
of  this  court,  had  a  sufficient  interest  in  maintaining  the  cor- 
porate  rights  to  enable  him  to  intervene  and  take  the  appeal 
when  the  corporation  would  not  proceed  in  the  proper  way 
to  protect  its  rights. 

The  remaining  question  to  be  determined  is.  Did  the  trial 
court  rightly  decide  that  the  entire  expenditures  made  by 
the  trustees  upon  the  trust  property  were  chai^eable  to  the 
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income  therefrom  ?  That  must  b^  answered  in  the  affirm- 
ative, and  independently  of  whether  the  decision  was  strictly 
right  as  to  the  expenditures  being  all  for  repairs  strictly  so 
called  or  not.  As  to  that,  however,  we  see  no  reason  for 
disturbing  the  decision  of.  the  trial  court.  The  will  clearly 
indicates  that  the  entire  estate  received  from  the  testator 
was  intended  by  him  ultimately  to  be  conveyed  to  the  city 
of  Watertown  for  the  purposes  indicated  therein.  It  devoted 
the  income  to  the  payment  of  all  repairs  on  the  buildings, 
and  said  that  all  of  the  property  which  came  to  the  posses- 
sion of  the  trustees  shall  at  the  end  be  conveyed  to  the  city. 
There  is  no  special  power  given  to  do  anything  to  the  build- 
ings except  to  keep  them  in  repair.  As  a  general  rule,  un- 
less such  special  power  be  expressly  given  to  trustees,  they 
cannot  exercise  it  at  all.  Perry,  Trusts,  §  526;  LewiUy 
Trusts,  *576 ;  Beach,  Trusts,  §  626,  and  cases  cited  to  text 
in  each.  Beach  states  the  rule  thus:  ^^  Subject  to  certain 
modifications  it  is  the  rule  that  where  real  estate  is  conveyed 
to  trustees  in  trust  for  a  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  over, 
the  trustees  have  no  power  to  raise  money  out  of  the  corpus 
of  the  estate  for  the  purpose  of  making  substantial  and  per- 
manent repairs,  either  on  the  buildings  or  on  the  land. 
Such  expenses,  if  incurred,  will  be  a  charge  on  the  interest 
of  the  tenant  for  life."  Nairn  v.  Mar/oribcmJcs^  3  Buss.  582, 
is  instanced  to  support  the  text,  where  Lord  Eldok  said 
that,  even  if  the  master  should  report  that  it  would  be  for 
the  benefit  of  all  parties  interested  that  improvements  should 
be  made,  he  would  not  confirm  the  report. 

Some  exceptions  to  the  extreme  rule  stated  are  found  in 
some  modem  decisions,  in  cases  where  the  control  of  the 
property  given  to  the  trustees  was  of  such  a  nature  as  to  in- 
clude by  implication  power  to  incur  expenses  for  permanent 
improvements,  or  where  it  was  necessary  to  make  such  im- 
provements in  order  to  preserve  the  property  and  make  it 
tenantable,  and  there  was  no  other  way  of  raising  the  neo- 
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essary  money  to  do  it;  but  no  case  can  be  found  sanctioning 
improvements  to  property  at  the  expense  of  the  remainder- 
man where  power  to  do  so  is  not  given  by  the  instrument 
creating  the  trust,  either  expressly  or  impliedly,  or  where 
the  income  from  the  property  is  ample  to  meet  all  such  ex- 
penditures. In  Pei/tce  v,  Burroughsj  58  N.  H.  302,  the  gen- 
eral rule  is  stated  thus :  ^^  The  preservation  of  the  capital 
without  expense  to  the  remainderman  is  as  much  his  right, 
as  the  use  of  the  property  witiiout  payment  of  rent  is  the 
right  of  the  tenant  for  life;  the  measure  of  the  latter  is  the 
net  income  for  life."  CogaweU  v,  CogaweU^  2  Edw.  Ch.  231, 
is  a  further  good  illustration  of  the  rigorous  adherence  to 
that  rule  by  courts  of  equity.  There  a  portion  of  the  trust 
property  consisted  of  buildings  in  such  a  condition  as  to  yield 
but  very  little  income,  and  the  court  said  that  did  not  justify 
the  making  of  permanent  improvements  at  the  expense  of 
the  trust  property,  the  testator  having  given  no  directions 
in  that  regard  in  his  will.  That  applies  very  clearly  to  the 
will  before  us.  The  testator  indicated  clearly,  as  before 
stated,  that  the  buildings  on  the  property  were  to  be  put  in 
repair,  and  kept  in  repair,  out  of  the  income  till  the  expira- 
tion of  the  life  interest  of  the  wife  and  son,  and  then  that 
the  property,  unimpaired  as  it  came  to  the  trustees,  except 
as  to  character  of  investments  changed  under  the  terms  of 
the  will  not  material  to  this  discussion,  should  be  conveyed 
to  the  city  of  Waterto  wn.  There  is  no  power  in  the  trustees  to 
change  the  plain  scheme  of  the  will,  no  power  in  the  court 
to  authorize  any  such  change,  and  no  power  in  the  city  of 
Watertown  to  vary  it  in  any  manner.  As  the  testator's 
scheme  was  worked  out  and  inscribed  in  the  will,  so  must  it 
be.  The  trustees  must  carry  out  that  to  the  letter,  and  at 
the  end  tthe  city  of  Watertown  must  take  the  estate  for  the 
purposes  indicated  in  the  will,  or  reject  it. 

It  follows,  as  the  learned  trial  court  decided,  that  the  agree- 
ment made  by  the  council  of  the  city  of  AVatertown  for  the 
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reimbursement  of  the  trustees  out  of  the  trust  estate  for  ex- 
penditures made  by  them  upon  the  property,  was  vZtra  vires 
and  totally  so,  and,  as  said  before,  without  regard  to  whether 
such  expenditures  were  in  part  for  permanent  improvements, 
strictly  so  called,  though  we  are  inclined  to  say,  as  did  the 
trial  court,  that  they  were  all  repairs  within  the  language 
of  the  will  expressly  directing  the  application  of  the  Income 
of  the  property,  so  &r  as  necessary,  to  the  payment  of  all 
expenditures  necessary  to  keep  such  buildings  in  a  proper 
state  of  repair.  That  certainly  includes  all  reasonable  charges 
necessary  to  make  the  structures  desirable  as  rentable  prop- 
erty. 

There  is  no  other  question  that  requires  consideration. 
Some  suggestion  was  made  on  the  argument  as  to  the  right 
of  the  parties  to  have  costs  and  counsel  fees  out  of  the  estate, 
and  as  to  directions  for  the  court  below  to  make  a  proper 
allowance  for  such  counsel  fees.  It  is  considered  that  the 
subject  of  taxable  costs,  strictly  so  called,  in  a  case  like  this, 
is  wholly  regulated  by  statute.  The  court  below  has  dis- 
cretionary power  to  allow  or  withhold  costs  as  justice  seems 
to  require.  If  allowed  against  the  trustees  they  are  payable 
out  of  the  trust  fund  unless  the  court  otherwise  directs  be- 
cause of  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  such  trustees.  R.  S.  1878, 
sec.  2932.  That  applies  to  all  courts  and  to  the  reasonable 
counsel  fees  of  the  trustees  as  well  as  taxable  costs,  the  latter 
meaning  costs  taxed  according  to  the  statutory  fee  bill.  In 
this  connection,  as  to  the  appeal  to  this  court,  we  are  unable 
to  say  that  the  appellant  trustees  have  been  guilty  of  such 
bad  faith  as  should  subject  them,  personally,  to  the  expenses 
of  such  appeal.  Their  costs  and  expenses  here,  therefore, 
will  be  paid  from  the  trust  fund,  but  from  that  part  repre- 
sented by  the  income.  Whether  their  expenses,  including 
counsel  fees  of  the  litigation  below,  shall  be  likewise  paid,  is 
a  matter  that  will  be  left  to  the  court  that  shall  further 
superintend  the  administration  of  the  trust. 


12  STJPEEME  COUKT  OF  "WISCONSIN".         [102 

Estate  of  Cole:  Mulberger  vs.  Beurhaus  and  others. 

In  regard  to  granting  counsel  fees  to  the  respondent,  or 
giving  directions  to  the  lower  court  to  do  so,  payable  out  of 
the  trust  fund,  that  is  quite  another  question.  There  is  no 
statute  authorizing  such  a  proceeding  and  no  precedent  for 
it  in  this  court.  The  counsel  fees  of  trustees,  acting  in  good 
faith,  and  costs  taxed  against  them  as  well,  were  always  pay- 
able out  of  the  trust  fund,  because  of  the  injustice  of  making 
them  bear  the  expense,  personally,  of  matters  done  honestly, 
in  a  representative  capacity.  But  it  is  considered  that  coun- 
sel fees  to  others  that  may  be  interested  in  the  trust  fund 
are  not  recoverable,  either  from  the  trustees  personally  or 
out  of  such  fund.  That  was  the  rule  in  chancery  before  the 
Code,  and  there  is  no  statute  changing  it,  nor  any  precedent 
varying  the  old  practice.  Rose  v.  Rose  JB,  Asso.  28  N".  Y. 
184;  Downmg  -w.  MarshaU^Z^  N.  Y.  380;  Deom  *o,  Patchm^ 
26  N.  Y.  441;  Lee  v.  Lee,  39  Barb.  1Y2;  Parsons,  Costs,  132. 
There  are  cases  in  this  court  for  the  construction  of  wills, 
and  contests  as  to  the  validity  of  wills,  where  a  different  rule 
has  been  adopted,  which  we  need  not  review  here.  It  does 
not  apply  to  this  case. 

An  examination  of  respondent's  brief  satisfies  us  that  there 
is  much  unnecessary  matter  in  it.  Costs  for  that  we  limit 
to  $35. 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed, costs  to  be  taxed  and  paid  as  indicated. 

Babdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 
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Hobkirk  y&  The  Phoenix  In&  Co.  of  Hartford,  Conn. 


HoBKiKK,  Appellant,  vs.  The  Phoenix  Insurance  Company 
OF  Hastfobd,  Conneotiout,  Respondent. 

January  11 — January  SI,  1899. 
Fire  insurance:  Waiver  of  condition  as  to  incumbrances:  Beformation, 

1.  Prior  to  the  enactment  of  oh.  887,  Laws  of  1895,  the  issuance  of  an 

insurance  policy  by  an  agent  with  full  knowledge  of  the  existence 
of  an  incumbrance  on  the  property  was  a  waiver  of  a  condition  in 
the  {X)Iicy  against  incumbrances,  even  though  the  policy  provided 
that  such  waivers  must  be  in  writing. 

2.  Where  such  a  condition  has  been  so  waived  a  recovery  may  be  had 

on  the  policy  without  its  being  reformed  to  express  the  consent  of 
the  company  to  the  incumbrance. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dodge 
county:  Wabham  Pabks,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

The  cause  was  submitted  for  the  appellant  on  the  brief  of 
James  J.  Dick^  and  for  the  respondent  on  that  of  C.  E, 
Hooker^  of  counsel. 

Cassoday,  0.  J.  The  following  facts  appear  from  the 
record,  and  are,  in  effect,  found  by  the  court:  During  the 
past  four  years  the  plaintiff  has  been  engaged  in  the  mer- 
cantile business  in  Waupun.  The  defendant  was  a  corpora- 
tion organized  under  the  laws  of  Connecticut,  and  R.  L. 
Oliver  was,  during  that  time,  its  agent.  During  that  time 
it  was  understood  and  agreed,  by  and  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant,  through  its  said  agent,  that  when  the 
plaintiff's  insurance  policy  in  the  defendant,  on  his  stock, 
furniture,  and  fixtures,  should  expire  another  should  be  is- 
sued, extending  the  one  then  expiring,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant should  keep  the  plaintiff  constantly  insured  against 
damage  by  fire  to  his  stock,  furniture,  and  fixtures  in  the 
sum  of  $2,000.  December  1, 1893,  the  defendant,  in  accord- 
ance with  such  agreement,  issued  and  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff  its  policy  of  insurance  in  the  sum  of  $2,000  against 
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damage  by  fire  for  the  term  of  one  year  from  that  date, — 
$1,800  on  his  stock,  and  $200  on  his  furniture  and  fixtures. 
June  6,  1894,  the  plaintiff  gave  a  chattel  mortgage  to  his 
father,  Robert  Hobkirk,  Sr.,  on  his  stock  of  goods,  furni- 
ture, and  fixtures,  to  secure  an  indebtedness  then  owing  by 
him  to  his  father  and  others,  amounting  to  some  $1,800, 
and  the  same  was  filed  June  12,  1894.  June  5, 1894,  the  de- 
fendant, through  its  agent,  R.  L.  Oliver,  was  informed  of  the 
execution  of  the  chattel  mortgage,  and  was  then  and  there 
requested,  and  then  and  there  agreed,  to  make  an  indorse- 
ment, in  writing,  on  the  policy,  permitting  the  property 
thereunder  insured  to  be  incumbered  by  a  chattel  mort- 
gage, and  making  the  loss,  if  any,  thereunder  payable  to 
Robert  Hobkirk,  Sr.,  as  his  interest  might  appear.  There- 
upon the  defendant  commenced  to  make  the  indorsement  so 
requested  and  so  promised  on  the  policy,  but,  being  misled, 
indorsed  thereon  instead  the  consent  of  the  defendant  to 
the  assignment  of  the  policy  to  Robert  Hobkirk,  Sr.,  and 
then  informed  the  plaintiff  that  he  had  made  the  indorse- 
ment requested  and  promised. 

On  December  19, 1894,  the  defendant,  through  its  agent, 
in  accordance  with  such  understanding  and  agreement  to 
keep  the  property  insured,  without  any  other  or  further  re- 
quest therefor,  and  with  full  knowledge  of  the  existence  of 
the  chattel  mortgage,  and  for  the  purpose  of  extending  the 
policy,  executed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  its  policy  of 
insurance,  wherein  and  whereby  the  defendant  insured  the 
plaintiff  for  the  term  of  one  year  from  December  19, 1894, 
in  the  sum  of  $2,000, —  $1,800  on  his  stock  of  merchandise, 
and  $200  on  his  furniture  and  fixtures, —  and  which  policy 
was  the  regular  standard  fire  insurance  policy  of  the  state 
of  Wisconsin.  Upon  the  delivery  to  the  plaintiff  of  that 
policy,  the  plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendant  that  an  in- 
dorsement thereon,  in  writing,  as  so  requested  be  made. 
Thereupon  the  defendant  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  that  such 
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provision  in  reference  to  the  chattel  mortgage  should  be  a 
part  of  the  contract  of  insurance  and  policy,  but  it  neglected 
to  make  such  indorsement,  and  informed  the  plaintiff  that 
such  policy  so  issued  was  a  good  and  valid  policy.  The 
plaintiff  had  performed  all  the  conditions  of  such  contract 
of  insurance  by  him  to  be  performed,  and  violated  no  condi- 
tion thereof. 

On  March  12,  1896,  a  fire  occurred,  whereby  the  stock  so 
insured,  valued  at  $5,000,  was  damaged  by  fire  and  smoke 
to  the  amount  of  $700,  and  the  furniture  and  fixtures  were 
damaged  by  fire  and  smoke  to  the  amount  of  $100.  The 
plaintiff  gave  the  defendant  immediate  notice  of  the  loss. 
March  15,  1895,  the  defendant  inspected  the  loss,  and  duly 
waived  all  further  notice  of  the  loss.  March  2Y,  1895,  the  de- 
fendant, with  full  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the  chattel 
mortgage  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  policy,  agreed 
and  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the  loss 
so  sustained  as  claimed  by  the  defendant,  and  continued  to 
recognize  the  policy  as  good  and  valid.  Afterwards  the  de- 
fendant denied  all  liability  under  the  policy,  and  refused  to 
pay  the  loss,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  thereby  waived  the 
further  proofs  of  loss.  There  was  due  to  the  plaintiff  from 
the  defendant,  by  reason  of  such  loss,  the  sum  of  $800,  with 
interest  from  March  27, 1895.  It  was  provided  in  and  by 
the  policy  that,  if  the  subject  of  insurance  should  be  personal 
property,  as  in  this  case,  and  the  same  should  become  incum- 
bered by  a  chattel  mortgage,  then  the  entire  policy  should 
be  void,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  agreement  indorsed 
on  the  policy  or  added  thereto. 

And,  as  conclusions  of  law,  the  court  found,  in  effect,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  judgment  reforming  the 
policy  according  to  the  facts  found,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
have  judgment  in  his  favor  against  the  defendant  for  $800, 
and  interest  from  March  27, 1895,  and  for  the  costs  and  dis- 
bursements of  this  action.  From  the  judgment  entered 
thereon  accordingly  the  defendant  brings  this  appeal. 
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It  is  not  only  found  by  the  court,  but  is  virtually  admitted, 
that  at  the  time  the  policy  was  issued,  in  December,  1894, 
the  defendant's  local  agent,  issuing  the  same,  had  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  existence  of  the  chattel  mortgage.  As  the  law 
stood  prior  to  the  standard  policy,  there  can  be  no  question 
but  that  the  issuing  of  the  policy  by  such  agent,  with  such 
knowledge,  was  a  waiver  of  the  condition  in  the  policy 
against  incumbrances.  Renier  v.  Dwelling  House  Ins.  Co, 
74  Wis.  94,  and  cases  there  cited ;  Bourgeois  v.  Mut  F,  Ins, 
Co,  86  Wis.  402;  SeiM  v.  N.  W.  Mut.  H.  Asso,  94  Wis.  257; 
De  WiU  V.  Some  Forum  Benefit  Order,  95  Wis.  305.  Ch. 
195,  Laws  of  1891,  was  enacted  for  the  purpose  of  prescrib- 
ing a  written  form  of  policy  which  would  prevent  any 
waiver  of  any  conditions  therein,  except  as  therein  pre- 
scribed. On  the  assumption  that  that  act  was  valid,  this 
oourt  held,  in  effect,  that  the  conditions  and  provisions  of 
such  standard  policy  were  binding,  and  could  not  be  changed 
nor  waived,  except  in  the  manner  indicated.  Bourgeois  v, 
N,  W,  Nat.  Ins,  Co,  86  Wis.  606.  The  same  rule  has  re- 
<jently  been  applied  to  the  present "  Wisconsin  Standard  Fire 
Insurance  Policy  "  (ch.  387,  Laws  of  1895,  being  sec.  1941 — 43 
to  1941—65,  Stats.  1898).  Straker  v.  Phmix  Ins.  Co.  101 
Wis.  413.  But  after  the  decision  in  Bourgeois  v.  N,  W.  Nat, 
Ins.  Co,  86  Wis.  606,  it  was  discovered  that  ch.  195,  Laws 
of  1891,  did  not  prescribe  a  legal  form  of  policy,  but  was  a 
mere  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  legislature  to  delegate  to 
the  insurance  commissioner  legislative  power  to  prescribe 
such  form  of  policy,  and  was  therefore  unconstitutional  and 
void.  DowUng  v,  Lancashire  Ins,  Co,  92  Wis.  63.  And  so, 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  ch.495.  Laws  of  1891,  it 
was  held  in  that  case  that  "  issuance  of  a  policy  after  the 
insured  had  fully  informed  the  agent  as  to  existing  incum- 
brances on  the  property  was  a  waiver  of  a  condition  in  the 
policy  that  it  should  be  void  if  the  property  was  incumbered, 
notwithstanding  a  provision  that  there  should  be  no  waiver 
of  any  of  the  conditions  of  the  policy  unless  such  waiver 
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was  written  upon  or  attached  thereto."  To  the  same  effect, 
Dich  V.  Equitable  F,  <6  M.  Ins.  Co.  92  Wis.  46  j  Goes  v.  Ag- 
riciUtvral  Ins.  Co.  92  Wis.  233;  McDonald  v.  Fire  Asso.  93 
Wis.  348 ;  FlaUey  v.  Fhenix  Ins.  Co.  95  Wis.  618. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  insurance  policy  upon  which  the 
action  was  brought  was  issued  December  19, 1894,  and  the 
fire  and  loss  occurred  March  12,  1895.  Ch.  387,  Laws  of 
1895,  prescribing  the  form  of  the  "Wisconsin  Standard  Fire 
Insurance  Policy,*'  did  not  go  into  effect  until  May  1, 1895; 
and  hence  the  case  at  bar  is  not  within  nor  subject  to  that 
enactment.  It  follows  that  the  issuing  of  the  policy  by  the 
defendant's  agent,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  existence  of 
the  chattel  mortgage,  was  a  waiver  of  the  condition  in  the 
policy  against  incumbrances,  mentioned.  Under  the  au- 
thorities cited,  the  reformation  of  the  policy  was  entirely 
unnecessary. 

By  the  CovH. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


Sabdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 


ZiBGLEE,  Eespondent,  vs.  Oirr  of  West  Send,  Appellant 

January  IB — January  SI,  i899. 

Municipal  oorparationa:  Defedlive  streets:  Notice  of  injury. 

The  failure  of  a  city,  in  constructing  a  street,  to  make  it  reasonably 
safe  for  public  travel — in  this  case  the  improper  adjustment  of  the 
cover  of  a  manhole  over  a  catch-basin  by  reason  of  which  such  cover 
slid  out  of  place  when  stepped  on — is  not  the  creation  of  a  nuisance 
rendering  the  city  liable  at  common  law  for  injuries  caused  thereby, 
but  is  a  failure  of  duty  rendering  the  city  liable  under  sec.  1889, 
StatsL  1898,  to  persons  injured  by  the  insufficiency;  and  the  giving 
of  notice  as  required  by  that  section  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
maintenance  of  an  action. 
Vol*  102—2 
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Ziegler  vs.  City  of  West  Bend. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  "Washington 
county:  James  J.  Dick,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

Action  for  personal  injuries.  The  complaint,  by  appro- 
priate allegations,  states  that  plaintiff  was  injured  without 
fault  on  his  part,  by  falling  into  the  manhole  of  a  catch-basin 
located  in  one  of  the  streets  of  the  defendant  city;  that  the 
cover  of  the  manhole  was  so  improperly  adjusted  that  travel 
over  it  by  persons,  either  in  vehicles  or  otherwise,  was  liable 
to  displace  it  with  injurious  consequences  to  such  persons; 
that  plaintiff  was  injured  in  that  way ;  that  while  traveling 
over  the  manhole  he  stepped  upon  the  cover,  causing  it  to 
slide  out  of  its  bed  and  let  him  drop  into  the  manhole, 
thereby  seriously  injuring  him.  The  complaint  contained 
no  allegation  of  notice  to  the  city  of  the  injury,  with  time 
and  place  of  its  occurrence  and  a  description  of  the  insuffi- 
ciency or  want  of  repair  of  the  street  causing  it,  except  of  a 
notice  served  some  two  months  after  the  injury.  The  de- 
fendant demurred  to  the  complaint  for  want  of  facts  stated 
therein  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The  de- 
murrer was  overruled,  and  defendant  appealed. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  P.  O^Meara  and 
H.  K.  Butterfield^  and  oral  argument  by  P.  O^Meara, 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Barney  c&  Kuech- 
enmehter^  and  oral  argument  by  G,  A,  Kuechenmeister,  They 
argued,  inter  aliaj  that  the  cause  of  the  injury  was  a  nuisance, 
and  no  notice  was  necessary  to  make  the  city  liable.  Huglies 
V,  Fond  du  Lac,  Y3  Wis.  380-382;  LitOe  v.  Madison,  42  Wis. 
643;  Harper  *o.  Mihoaukee,  30  Wis.  365;  King  v.  Oshhosh, 
75  Wis.  519;  Stdtz  v.  Wauaau,  88  Wis.  618;  Steplumi  v. 
Manitowoc,  89  Wis.  467. 

Maeshall,  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
injuries  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  be- 
cause of  failure  by  the  defendant  city  to  perform  its  stat- 
utory duty  of  making  the  city  street,  where  the  injury 
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oooupred,  reasonably  safe  for  public  travel.  There  is  no 
common-law  liability  in  such  a  case,  and  none  under  the 
statute  except  upon  compliance  with  all  the  conditions  pre- 
scribed therein.  This  court  has  often  said  that,  the  right 
being  statutory,  it  is  competent  to  attach  such  conditions  to 
it  as  in  legislative  wisdom  may  be  deemed  proper.  How- 
ever burdensome  such  conditions  may  be,  the  claimant  for 
compensation  for  injuries  has  no  good  reason  to  complain, 
for  without  the  statute  he  would  be  entirely  remediless.  In 
DwrdeU  v.  liadne^  98  Wis.  649,  the  subject  will  be  found 
fully  discussed. 

Sec.  1339,  Stats.  1898,  provides  that  no  action  shall  be 
maintained  to  recover  damages  caused  by  the  insuflRciency 
or  want  of  repair  of  a  street  in  any  city,  unless,  within 
fifteen  days  after  the  occurrence  of  the  event  causing  the 
injury,  a  notice  in  writing,  signed  by  the  party,  his  agent 
or  attorney,  shall  be  given  to  the  mayor  or  city  clerk  of  the 
city  against  which  the  damages  are  claimed,  stating  the 
place  where  and  time  when  the  injury  occurred,  and  de- 
scribing generally  the  insufficiency  or  want  of  repair  which 
occasioned  it,  and  that  satisfaction  therefor  is  claimed  of 
such  city.  The  complaint  in  this  action. shows  that  notice 
of  plaintiff's  claim  was  not  given  to  the  city  till  long  after 
the  expiration  of  the  statutory  period,  hence  it  fails  to  state 
a  cause  of  action.  The  point  involved  has  often  been  dis- 
cussed by  this  court,  and  very  recently  in  Dcmids  v.  Hadne, 
sujpra. 

Counsel  for  respondent  contend  that  the  statutory  require- 
ment for  a  notice  referred  to  does  not  apply  to  injuries 
caused  by  defects  in  the  original  construction  of  a  street, 
and  cite  cases  in  this  court  where  it  has  been  held  that  a 
municipality  is  responsible  the  same  as  a  private  individual 
for  an  improper  obstruction  placed  in  a  street,  constituting  a 
nuisance.  HugJiea  v.  Fond  du  Lac^  Y3  Wis.  380,  is  referred 
to,  where  a  roller  was  left  in  the  street;  also  LitG^  v.  Modi- 
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son^  42  Wis.  643,  where  the  city  licensed  a  street  exhibition 
of  wild  animals.  That  rule  applies  only  to  the  doing  of 
something  which  the  city  has  no  right  to  do,  rendering  a 
street  or  highway  dangerous  for  public  travel,  not  a  failure 
to  do  properly  what  a  city  has  a  right  to  do.  It  may  lay 
out  and  open  a  street  for  public  travel  and  place  in  the  street 
those  things  which  legitimately  belong  there,  such  as  cross- 
walks, sewers,  and  catch-basins  with  manholes.  The  failure 
to  render  the  street  as  so  constructed  reasonably  safe  for 
public  travel  is  not  the  creation  of  a  nuisance,  but  a  failure 
of  duty,  rendering  the  city  liable  to  persons  injured  by  the 
insufficiency,  under  sec.  1339  of  the  statutes.  The  act  of  a 
municipality  resulting  in  the  creation  of  a  nuisance,  and  the 
failure  to  make  a  street  reasonably  fit  for  public  travel  or  to 
keep  it  in  a  proper  state  of  repair  after  the  original  construc- 
tion, are  sufficiently  distinct  that  no  great  difficulty,  it  would 
seem,  need  be  experienced  in  distinguishing  when  a  claim 
for  damages  falls  under  sec.  1339  and  when  not.  In  the  one 
case  the  street  is  obstructed  or  made  unsafe  by  some  act  of 
the  municipality  of  commission  or  omission,  not  connected 
with  its  construction  or  repair;  in  the  other  the  insufficiency 
grows  out  of  the  unsafe  construction  of  the  street  or  the  in- 
sufficient repair  of  it. 

Stepham  v.  Momitowoo^  89  Wis.  467,  is  confidently  referred 
to  by  respondent.  Possibly  the  learned  trial  court  was  mis- 
led as  to  what  is  there  decided.  The  defect  complained  of 
related  to  the  original  preparation  of  the  street  for  public 
travel  in  that  it  was  alleged  there  were  no  proper  safe- 
guards provided  to  prevent  people  from  walking  into  an  open 
drawbridge.  The  court  said,  previous  notice  of  the  defect 
was  not  requisite  to  charge  the  city  with  damages  to  a  per- 
son injured  thereby.  That  remark  was  not  made  with  ref- 
erence to  notice  of  the  injury  undei^  sec.  1339,  but  notice  of 
the  existence  of  the  defect  itself  prior  to  the  injury.  It  was 
the  statement  of  a  familiar  principle  of  law  that,  while  no- 
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tice,  actual  or  constructive,  of  want  of  repair  of  a  street, 
must  be  brought  home  to  a  public  corporation  in  order  to 
charge  it  with  damages  for  an  injury  caused  thereby,  no 
such  notice  is  required  where  the  defect  is  in  the  original 
construction.  In  the  latter  case,  knowledge  on  the  part  of 
the  city  is  conclusively  presumed.  Boltz  v.  Sullivan^  101 
Wis.  608.  Notice  of  the  injury,  with  the  time  and  place  of 
it,  with  a  description  of  the  insufficiency  or  want  of  repair 
of  a  street,  comes  after  the  injury  occurs,  and  to  enable  the 
officers  of  the  municipality  to  investigate  the  occurrence 
while  it  is  fresh.  Notice  of  the  defect  in  a  street,  charging 
the  municipality  with  actionable  negligence,  when  required 
at  all,  comes  before  the  injury  a  sufficient  length  of  time  to 
enable  the  proper  officers,  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  dili- 
gence, to  remedy  the  insufficiency.  It  must  appear  clearly, 
without  further  discussion  of  the  matter,  that  the  learned 
circuit  judge  and  counsel  for  respondent  misapprehended 
Stepham  v.  Mcmitowoo.  It  has  no  application  to  this  case 
whatever. 

By  the  Cowrt. —  The  order  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded  with  directions  to  sustain  the  demurrer 
to  the  complaint. 

Babdsen,  J.,  took  no  part. 


Thb  Plaito  Manufaotubino  Oohpaky,  Eespondent,  vs.  Bebo- 

HAior,  Appellant. 

January  1$ — Jawuary  SI,  1899. 

Fraud:  Confidential  rdatUma:  Burden  of  proof:  Sale  of  chattels:  Spe^ 
ciai  verdict:  Instructions  to  jury:  Evidence:  Immaterial  errors, 

1.  Proof  that  the  agent  with  whom  the  defendant  contracted  for  the 
purchase  of  a  harvester  was  a  man  with  whom  the  defendant 
had  traded  for  years  and  in  whose  integrity  and  business  standing 
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he  had  confidence,  is  not  sufficient  to  raise  a  presumption  of  a  con- 
fidential relation,  which  would  shift  the  burden  of  proof  as  to  fraud 
in  the  transaction  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff. 

2.  Instructions  to  the  effect  that  a  party  who  procures  the  execution 
by  another  of  a  contract  by  fraud  and  misrepresentation  cannot 
then  bar  a  defense  thereto^  on  the  ground  that  the  other  party  has 
been  ignorant  or  negligent,  are  held  to  have  been  properly  refused 
as  inapplicable  to  any  of  the  questions  submitted  for  a  special  ver- 
dict, although  they  might  have  been  proper  and  applicable  had 
there  been  a  general  verdict;  and  they  were  rendered  wholly  im- 
material by  a  finding  of  the  jury  that  the  contract  in  suit  was  not 
so  procured. 

8.  A  finding  in  a  special  verdict  that  the  agent  of  the  vendor  of  a 
binder  agreed  that  if  on  trial  it  did  not  suit  the  vendee  he  might 
return  it  without  notice,  is  not  inconsistent  with  a  finding  that  the 
agent  did  not  mislead  the  vendee  as  to  the  oontents  of  a  written 
order  signed  by  the  latter,  by  the  terms  of  which  written  notice 
and  an  opportunity  to  remedy  defects  were  to  be  given  before  the 
binder  could  be  returned. 

4  An  error  in  not  permitting  a  witness  to  be  fully  oross-examined  is 
cured  by  permitting  an  exhaustive  cross-examination  on  the  same 
subjects  when  he  reappeared  in  rebuttaL 

6.  In  an  action  upon  a  written  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  binder  the 
court  properly  sustained  an  objection  to  a  question,  asked  of  the 
purchaser,  as  to  what  the  bargain  was;  and  such  ruling  was  not  a 
refusal  to  permit  the  purchoBer  to  testify  as  to  representations 
made  to  him  by  the  vendor's  agent  before  and  at  the  time  the  con- 
tract was  signed. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  county  coitrt  of  Dodge 
county:  C.  A.  Chbistianssn,  Judge.    Affirmed. 

The  defendant  signed  a  written  order  for  a  harvester, 
containing  a  warranty  of  material  and  workmanship,  and 
providing  that,  if  the  machine  did  not  work  well,  he  should 
.give  written  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  at  Chicago,  stating 
wherein  it  failed,  and  allow  reasonable  time  to  remedy  the 
alleged  defect,  and  that,  if  the  machine  could  not  be  made 
to  do  the  work,  it  should  be  returned  to  the  agent  and  a 
new  machine  given  in  its  place,  or,  in  the  option  of  the 
seller,  purchase  price  refunded.    The  machine  was  not  sat- 
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isfactory  to  the  defendant,  but  he  gave  no  written  notice, 
though  he  did  inform  the  agent  at  Hustisford,  who  made 
an  effort  to  operate  the  machine  (as  to  the  success  of  which 
the  evidence  is  conflicting),  whereupon  the  defendant  re- 
turned the  machine  to  the  agent,  and  refused  to  pay  for  it. 
Claim  was  made  by  the  defendant  that  he  was  misled  as  to 
the  terms  of  the  written  agreement,  which,  being  in  Eng- 
lish, he  was  unable  to  read.  The  jury,  by  special  verdict, 
found  that  the  agreement  was  read  and  fairly  explained  to 
him  by  the  agent,  and  that  the  purchase  was  not  induced 
by  any  misrepresentation  of  the  agent ;  that  the  machine 
satisfied  the  warranty;  that  the  defendant  failed  to  comply 
with  the  terms  thereof,  in  not  giving  written  notice  as  there 
required  and  not  vallowing  the  seller  reasonable  time  to  get 
to  the  machine  and  remedy  its  defects;  and  that  he  did  not 
give  the  machine  a  fair  trial.  They  also  found,  in  answer 
to  the  fifth  question,  that  the  defendant  and  plaintiff's  agent 
agreed  that,  if  the  binder  on  trial  did  not  suit  the  defend- 
ant, he  might  return  it  without  further  notice.  Plaintiff 
recovered  judgment,  from  which  this  appeal  is  taken.  Sev- 
eral errors  are  assigned,  which  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

M.  Z.  Lueck^  for  the  appellant. 

Daniel  S,  Orady^  for  the  respondent 

DoDOE,  J.  The  errors  principally  relied  on  by  the  appel- 
lant are,  firsts  that  the  court  instructed  the  jury  that  the 
burden  of  proof  was  on  the  defendant  to  show  misrepre- 
sentations or  fraud  in  inducing  him  to  enter  into  the  con- 
tract; second^  that  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  instruct  the 
jury  that,  if  the  plaintiff  procured  the  making  of  the  writ- 
ten contract  by  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  it  would  be  no 
defense  that  the  defendant  did  not  exercise  due  care  and 
intelligence  to  inform  himself  as  to  its  contents;  thirdly j 
the  refusal  to  set  aside  the  verdict  for  the  reason  that  the 
same  was  inconsistent. 
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1.  The  rule  that  one  who  alleges  misrepresentation  or 
fraud  bears  the  burden  of  proof  is  too  well  established  to 
need  discussion.  Indeed,  the  appellant  concedes  it  generally, 
but  seeks  to  invoke  the  exception  that,  where  a  relationship 
of  trust  and  confidence  is  established,  the  burden  then  shifts 
to  the  other  party.  No  such  case  is  here  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence, however,  which  merely  discloses  that  the  agent  was 
a  hardware  and  machinery  dealer,  with  whom  the  defend- 
ant had  traded  for  many  years,  and  in  whose  integrity  and 
business  standing  he  had  confidence.  It  appears  that  they 
met  on  the  ordinary  basis  of  buyer  and  seller  of  farm  ma- 
chinery. From  such  relations  as  these  no  inference  can  be 
drawn  of  that  trust  or  confidence  which  constitutes  this  ex- 
ception. 

2.  The  instructions  requested  by  the  fifth  and  sixth  assign- 
ments of  error  are  to  the  effect  that  a  party  who  procures 
the  execution  by  another  of  a  contract  by  fraud  and  misrep- 
resentation cannot  then  bar  a  defense  thereto,  on  the  ground 
that  the  other  party  has  been  ignorant  or  negligent.  Such 
instructions  might  have  been  proper  and  applicable  in  the 
event  of  a  general  verdict,  but  they  had  no  application  to 
any  of  the  questions  submitted  by  the  special  verdict.  Fur- 
ther than  this,  they  were  rendered  wholly  immaterial  by  the 
finding  of  the  jury  that  the  hypothesis  of  fraud  or  misrepre- 
sentation in  procuring  the  written  instrument  had  no  exist- 
ence in  this  case. 

8.  The  answer  to  the  fifth  question  is  not,  as  urged  by  the 
defendant,  inconsistent  with  the  rest  of  the  verdict.  That 
question,  answered  in  the  aflBrmati ve,  is :  "  Did  the  defend- 
ant and  the  plaintiff's  agent  Zilisch  agree  that  if  the  binder, 
upon  trial  thereof,  did  not  suit  the  defendant,  he  might  re- 
turn it  without  notice? "  The  rest  of  the  verdict  merely 
negatives  the  claim  that  that  agent  misled  the  defendant  as 
to  the  contents  of  the  written  instrument  signed  by  him, 
and  is  not  necessarily  inconsistent  with  the  making  of  such 
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an  agreement  as  the  fifth  question  contemplates.  Such  an 
agreement  might  have  been  made  before  the  execution  of  the 
writing,  and  still  the  plaintiff  might  have  signed  the  latter 
with  full  knowledge  of  its  contents ;  or,  if  made  after  the 
writing,  it  would  still  be  consistent  with  a  full  understand- 
ing of  the  paper  at  the  time  it  was  signed.  It  appears,  how- 
ever, that  the  only  evidence  offered  by  the  defendant  of  any 
such  agreement  rather  tends  to  establish  an  individual  prom- 
ise on  the  part  of  the  agent  personally,  and  not  for  his  prin- 
cipal, the  plaintiff,  that  the  machine  might  be  returned  to 
him,  and  should  be  his,  if  not  satisfactory  to  defendant;  and 
the  jury  might  well  have  understood  the  fifth  question  as 
applying  to  such  promise.  The  verdict  of  a  jury,  when  sus- 
tained by  the  trial  court,  is  entitled  to  the  most  favorable 
construction  warranted  by  the  record. 

The  other  assignments  of  error  hardly  need  notice.  The 
instructions  objected  to  in  the  third  and  fourth  assignments 
were  correct,  the  question  whether  the  plaintiff's  agent  had 
in  fact  misrepresented  the  terms  of  the  written  agreement 
having  been  properly  submitted  to  the  jury.  FuUer  v.  Mad- 
ison  Mut.  Ins,  Co.  36  Wis.  699;  Pettyplace  v.  Oroton  B,  <b 
Mfg.  Co.  103  Mich.  155. 

The  error,  if  there  was  any,  in  refusing  cross-examination 
of  the  plaintiffs  witness  Zilisch  when  first  upon  the  stand, 
was  fully  cured  by  permitting  an  exhaustive  cross-examina- 
tion upon  the  same  subjects  when  he  reappeared  in  rebuttal. 

The  court  did  not,  as  asserted  in  the  eighth  assignment  of 
error,  refuse  to  permit  the  defendant  to  testify  as  to  repre- 
sentations made  to  him  by  the  plaintiffs  agent  at  and  be- 
fore signing  the  contract.  The  objection  sustained  at  the 
place  indicated  was  to  a  question,  "  What  was  the  bargain 
which  you  had  with  Mr.  Zilisch  in  regard  to  that  binder?  " — 
clearly  objectionable,  as  calling  for  oral  testimony  of  an 
agreement  which  had  been  reduced  to  writing. 

Equally  incorrect  is  the  assertion  of  the  ninth  assignment 
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of  error  that  the  court  refused  to  permit  the  defendant  to 
testify  as  to  whether  or  not  he  rdied  upon  the  statements 
made  him  by  the  plaintiff's  agent.  It  appears  that  the  ob- 
jection sustained  was  to  allowing  defendant  to  testify  as  to 
what  he  thought.  That  being  withdrawn,  he  was  allowed 
to  testify  that  he  did  depend  and  rely  upon  the  statements 
of  the  agent. 

No  other  errors  were  insisted  on  in  argument,  and  we  find 
none. 

By  the  Court. —  Judgment  affirmed. 


Basdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 
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Stapleton,  Appellant,  vs.  Brannan,  E^pondent. 

January  1$ —  January  SU  iS99. 

Fraudulent  conveyances:  Gifts  in  trust. 

A  debtor  made  a  voluntary  transfer  of  aU  his  personalty  to  his  wife, 
and  at  the  same  time  a  voluntary  oonveyance  to  her,  through  a 
third  person,  of  aU  his  realty,  by  a  deed  stating  that  the  conveyance 
was  made  subject  to  the  reasonable  and  necessary  support  of  such 
debtor,  and  that  the  same  was  intended  to  be  and  remain  a  lien 
upon  said  premises  during  his  life.  Held,  that  the  two  conveyances 
must  be  construed  together  as  one  act,  and  were,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  sec.  2306,  Stats.  1898,  gifts  in  trust  for  the  person  making  the 
same,  and  as  such  were  void  as  against  creditora 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  county  court  of  Waukesha 
county:  M.  S.  Griswold,  Judge.    Affirmed. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  JSyan  db  Merton, 
and  oral  argument  by  T.  E.  Bycm. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  WiUiam  Fleming^ 
attorney,  and  Anthony  B.  Bogan^  of  counsel,  and  oral  argu- 
ment by  Mr.  Fleming. 
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Cabsodat,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  of  replevin  to  recover 
sixteen  cows  taken  by  the  defendant,  as  city  marshal,  on  an 
execution  against  the  plaintiff's  husband,  John  Stapleton, 
Sr.,  issued  upon  a  judgment  recovered  against  him  Decem- 
ber 4, 1897,  for  $142.29,  in  favor  of  one  James  C.  Ward. 
The  defendant,  as  such  officer,  justified  under  such  judgment 
and  execution,  and  alleged  and  claimed,  in  effect,  that  the 
cows  were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff's  husband,  and  raised 
on  his  farm.  'At  the  close  of  the  trial  the  court  directed  a 
verdict  in  the  usual  form  in  such  cases  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  return  of  the  prop- 
erty; that  his  special  interest  therein  was  of  the  value  of 
$170,  and  his  damages  for  the  taking  and  withholding  thereof 
six  cents.  From  the  judgment  entered  thereon  accordingly 
the  plaintiff  brings  this  appeal. 

It  is  undisputed  that  the  judgment  in  favor  of  Ward  was 
on  an  indebtedness  which  had  been  incurred  mostly  on  and 
prior  to  December  29, 1882.  It  is  conceded  that  on  that  day 
John  Stapleton  owned  a  farm  of  160  acres  of  land,  subject 
to  a  mortgage  of  $1,800,  and  a  large  amount  of  personal 
property  on  the  land,  including  several  cows,  from  which 
the  cows  in  question  descended;  that  December  30,  1882, 
John  Stapleton  and  wife  conveyed  the  farm  to  one  Jewett, 
and  that  Jewett  at  the  same  time  conveyed  the  farm  to  the 
plaintiff;  that  such  conveyances  were  recorded  at  that  time; 
that  each  recited  a  consideration  of  $7,000,  but  that  no  con- 
sideration whatever  was  paid,  each  being  a  voluntary  convey- 
ance; that  the  conveyance  from  Jewett  to  the  plaintiff  con- 
tained this  provision :  "  This  conveyance  is  made  subject  to  the 
reasonable  and  necessary  support  of  one  John  Stapleton,  of 
the  said  town  of  Merton,  which  is  hereby  intended  to  be  and 
remain  a  lien  upon  said'premises  during  his  life,  and  which  the 
said  party  of  the  second  part  agrees  to  fulfill  and  perform  as 
part  of  the  conditions  of  this  obligation ; "  that  the  convey- 
ance from  John  Stapleton  and  wife  to  Jewett  contained  a 
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similar  provision ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  and  deliv- 
ery of  such  conveyances  John  Stapleton  conveyed  all  his  per- 
sonal property —  being  of  the  value  of  about  $1,200,  including 
cows  from  which  the  cows  in  question  descended  —  to  the 
plaintiff  by  bill  of  sale  or  chattel  mortgage,  reciting  a  consid- 
eration of  $1,200,  but  that  there  was  no  consideration  there- 
for, the  same  being  voluntary;  that  the  plaintiff  filed  the 
chattel  mortgage  or  bill  of  sale  in  the  town  clerk's  office  as 
a  chattel  mortgage  for  $1,200,  January  3, 1883. 

The  chattel  mortgage  or  bill  of  sale  and  the  two  deeds 
must  be  taken  together,  and  construed  as  one  instrument, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  character  of  the  transac- 
tion and  the  intention  of  the  parties.  GiUmamm,  v,  Henry ^ 
53  Wis.  468;  Sevenm,  v.  Rueckeridk^  62  Wis.  1;  Herhst  v. 
Lowe^  65  Wis.  320;  Winner  v.  Hoyt^  66  Wis.  234;  Beekmcm 
V.  BeckmcMij  86  Wis.  659.  Being  one  paper  in  law,  they 
must  either  stand  or  fall  together  at  law.  Id.  The  sub- 
stance of  the  transaction  manifestly  was  that  December  30, 
1882,  John  Stapleton,  while  indebted  to  Ward  and  others, 
voluntarily  and  without  any  consideration  conveyed  and 
transferred  all  of  his  property,  both  real  and  personal,  to 
his  wife,  the  plaintiff,  with  the  reservation  or  condition 
quoted  above,  to  the  effect  that  such  conveyances  and  trans- 
fers should  be  subject  to  his  reasonable  and  necessary  sup- 
port, which  was  thereby  intended  to  be  and  remain  a  lien 
upon  the  premises  conveyed  during  his  lifetime,  and  which 
the  plaintiff  thereby  agreed  to  fulfill  and  perform  as  a  part 
of  the  conditions  of  such  obligation.  The  question  recurs 
whether  such  conveyances  and  transfers  upon  such  condi- 
tions or  with  such  reservations  are  valid  or  invalid.  The 
statute  declares  that "  all  deeds  of  gift,  all  conveyances,  and 
all  transfers  or  assignments,  verbal  or  written,  of  goods, 
chattels,  or  things  in  action,  made  in  trust  for  the  use  of  the 
person  making  the  same,  shall  be  void  as  against  the  credit- 
ors, existing  or  subsequent,  of  such  person."    Stats.  1898, 
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sec.  2306.  Under  this  statute,  this  court  has  held  that, "  where 
SLU  insolvent  debtor  conveys  land  as  a  mere  gift,  in  trust  for 
his  own  benefit,  the  conveyance  is.  void  as  against  creditors, 
whether  the  grantee  does  or  does  not  know  of  the  insolv- 
ency." Ma/nseau  v.  MuMer^  45  Wis.  430.  So  it  has  been 
held  that  "  a  conveyance  of  land  and  personal  property  by 
a  father  to  his  son  upon  condition  that  the  son  give  to  the 
parents  one  half  of  the  buildings  and  one  half  of  all  the  crops 
raised  on  the  land  during  their  lives,  and  one  third  of  the 
avails  of  the  land  to  the  survivor  of  them,  that  he  pay  cer- 
tain sums  to  his  sister  and  brother  after  the  death  of  the 
parents,  and  that  he  pay  a  mortgage  upon  the  land,  is  held 
to  have  created  a  trust  in  the  property  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  parents  and  the  payment  of  the  sums  specified,  and 
to  have  been  void,  under  sec.  2306,  R.  S.  [18T8],  as  against 
the  creditors  of  the  father."  Severin  v.  Rueckerick^  62  Wis.  1. 
So  it  has  been  held  that "  voluntary  conveyances  by  a  judg- 
ment debtor  to  a  third  person  of  substantially  all  her  prop- 
erty not  exempt  from  execution,  upon  a  trust  and  benefit 
reserved  to  her,  are  fraudulent  as  a  matter  of  law."  Faher 
V,  Maie^  86  Wis.  370.    See,  also,  GrarU  v.  Z^w,  14  Wis.  487. 

« 

Under  these  adjudications  we  must  hold  the  conveyances 
void  in  law  as  against  creditors. 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  county  court  of 
Waukesha  county  is  affirmed. 

Baxdebn,  J.,  took  no  part. 
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Maldanek,  Appellant,  vs.  Smith  and  others,  Eespondents. 

January  12 — January  SI,  1899, 

(1,2)  BiUs  and  notes:  Interlineations:  Presumptions  as  to  fraudL 
(3-5)  Transactions  with  person  siruie  deceased:  Witnesses:  Eemovdt 
of  incompetency:  Depositions, 

1.  The  mere  existence  of  an  interlineation  in  a  note  raises  no  presump- 
tion of  a  fraudulent  or  imauthorized  alteration.  In  the  absence  of 
some  indication  other  than  the  interlineation  itself,  the  presump- 
tion is  that  it  was  made  before  delivery  of  the  paper. 

Z,  Where  an  interlineation  in  a  note  exists,  but  the  instrument  appears 
to  have  been  written  all  at  the  same  time,  by  the  same  hand  and 
with  the  same  ink,  the  presumptions  are  against  a  forgery,  and  in 
the  absence  of  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence  to  the  contrary  such 
presumptions  should  prevail. 

8.  The  incompetency  of  a  party  under  sec.  4070,  R.  S.  1878,  to  testify  as 
to  personal  transactions  between  himself  and  one  whom  he  claims 
to  have  been  the  agent  of  the  adverse  party,  is  not  removable  by 
the  examination  of  such  party  otherwise  than  as  a  witness  at  th& 
instance  of  such  adverse  party  and  the  introduction  of  such  exam- 
ination in  evidence  by  such  party  in  his  own  behalf. 

4.  The  incompetency  of  a  party  to  testify  under  sea  4070,  R  &  1878,  is 

removable  only  by  the  conduct  of  the  adverse  party  in  the  manner 
indicated  in  such  section.  The  door  for  such  party  to  testify  is 
closed  by  the  statute  against  any  e£fort  of  his  to  open  it  The  ad- 
verse party  must  open  the  door,  if  opened  at  all. 

5.  The  mere  taking  of  a  deposition  does  not  make  it  evidence  for  either 

party.    Though  it  may  be  offered  by  either,  when  offered  it  is  the 
evidence  of  the  party  offering  it,  regardless  of  at  whose  instance  it 
was  taken. 
[Syllabus  by  Masshali^  J.] 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dodge 
county :  James  J.  Dick,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

Action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  a  note  of  $2,000  and  the  interest  thereon.  Defend- 
ant George  W,  Smith  was  the  mortgagor  and  W,  T.  Kambusch 
the  payee.  Plaintiif  became  the  owner  of  the  note  and 
mortgage  for  value  before, maturity,  the  title  having  been 
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daly  transferred  by  indorsement  of  the  note  and  delivery  of 
the  same,  with  a  proper  assignment  of  the  mortgage.  The 
property  passed  first  to  Henry  Maldaner.  He  subsequently 
died,  and  his  executors  transferred  the  property  to  the  plaint- 
iff. The  note  was  in  form  negotiable,  but  the  words  "  or 
order,"  at  the  proper  place,  were  interlined,  though  there 
•was  nothing  in  the  appearance  of  the  note  indicating  that 
the  interlineation  was  not  made  at  the  time  it  was  signed 
or  delivered  to  Kambusch. 

The  complaint  was  in  due  and  legal  form.  The  maker  of 
the  note  and  his  wife,  Addie  E.  SmMh^  answered  the  com- 
plaint, admitting  under  oath  the  execution  of  the  note,  set- 
ting it  out  verbatim  as  it  appeared  when  introduced  in 
evidence  in  the  case.  At  the  opening  of  the  trial  the  answer 
was  amended  so  as  to  deny  the  execution  of  the  note  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint,  but  admit  the  execution  of  one 
similar  in  all  respects,  except  as  to  the  words  "  or  order.'^ 
The  effect  of  the  answer  was  to  deny  the  execution  of  a  ne- 
gotiable note.  The  answer  further  alleged  that  Kambusch 
was  the  agent  of  the  owner  of  the  note  and  mortgage  up  to 
the  time  it  was  fully  paid,  and  that  such  payment  was  made 
to  such  agent  without  notice  that  he  was  not  the  owner  of 
the  note.  The  questions  litigated  were  whether  the  note 
was  negotiable  when  delivered  to  Kambusch,  whether  it  was 
thereafter  changed  by  interlining  the  words  "  or  order,"  and 
whether  Kambusch  received  payments  on  the  note  from  the 
maker,  as  agent  for  the  owner.  No  payments  were  made 
except  those  admitted  in  the  complaint,  other  than  pay- 
ments claimed  to  have  been  made  to  Kambusch  as  agent, 
which  never  reached  the  owner  of  the  note  and  mortgage. 

When  the  note  was  offered  in  evidence  the  court  ruled  as 
a  matter  of  law  that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to 
satisfactorily  explain  by  evidence  alimide  the  interlineation 
of  the  words  "  or  order,"  though  there  was  nothing  appear- 
ing on  the  face  of  the  paper  to  cast  suspici^on  upon  it  except 
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the  fact  of  the  interlineation.  It  appeared  to  be  all  in  the 
same  handwriting  and  to  have  all  been  written  at  the  same 
time,  with  the  same  ink.  It  was  received  in  evidence  upon 
the  original  answer  being  offered  in  evidence. 

The  examination  of  George  W.  Smith  at  the  instance  of 
plaintiff,  otherwise  than  as  a  witness  under  the  statute,  was 
received  in  evidence  against  objection.  Such  objection  was 
particularly  directed  to  that  part  of  the  examination  relat- 
ing to  transactions  between  Smith  and  Kambusch,  the  latter 
having  died  before  the  trial.  Upon  the  theory  that  the  ex- 
amination of  Smith  otherwise  than  as  a  witness,  and  its 
reception  in  evidence  in  his  behalf,  removed  his  incompe- 
tency to  testify  as  to  transactions  between  himself  and  the 
deceased  Eambusch,  he  was  permitted  against  objection  to 
give  such  testimony,  which  included  a  relation  of  the  mak- 
ing of  various  payments  to  the  deceased,  including  the  final 
payment,  and  of  obtaining  receipts  therefor,  and  of  the  final 
surrender  to  Smith  of  what  purported  to  be  the  note,  but 
which  was,  in  fact,  a  copy,  with  a  portion  torn  out  where 
the  words  "  or  order  "  occur  in  the  original.  The  mortgage 
was  not  surrendered  at  the  time  the  final  payment  was  made, 
and  no  inquiry  for  the  same  was  made.  Smith  being  satisfied 
with  the  statement  of  Hambusch  that  he  had  destroyed  the 
mortgage  and  satisfied  it  of  record.  There  was  no  proof  of 
payments  other  than  those  admitted  in  the  complaint,  ex- 
<3ept  by  the  testimony  of  Smithy  as  before  indicated. 

Smith  testified  that  the  words  "  or  order  "  were  not  in  the 
note  when  he  signed  it;  that  he  then  knew  the  significance 
of  such  words;  that  it  was  the  first  note  he  ever  gave  and 
he  remembered  that  when  he  signed  it  he  thought  the  omis- 
sion of  such  words  would  prevent  Eambusch  from  sell- 
ing the  note;  that  all  payments  were  made  to  Kambusch 
without  any  demand  being  made  therefor.  He  explained 
the  circumstance  of  his  signing  the  answer  admitting  the 
execution  of  the  note  with  the  words  "  or  order  "  in  it,  by 
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saying  that  he  was  hurried  up  and  did  not  read  the  answer 
carefully.  Charles  H,  Smithy  a  brother  of  the  defendant 
George^  corroborated  the  latter  as  to  there  being  no  inter- 
lineation in  the  note  when  it  was  executed.  He  said  he  had 
no  object  but  that  of  curiosity  in  examining  the  note,  and 
that  nothing  had  occurred  since  its  execution  to  call  the 
subject  to  his  attention ;  that  when  the  note  was  made  he  had 
not  the  slightest  interest  in  knowing  the  form  of  the  note, 
or  in  remembering  it. 

The  court  found  that  the  instrument  was  nonnegotiable 
when  delivered  to  Bambusch;  that  the  words  "or  order" 
were  interlined  therein  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
the  maker,  after  such  delivery ;  that  it  was  fully  paid  to  Eam- 
busch  according  to  its  terms  before  the  action  was  com- 
menced, and  without  notice  on  the  part  of  the  maker  of  its 
transfer  to  a  third  person.  As  a  conclusion  of  law  the  court 
found  that  both  the  note  and  mortgage  were  void  and 
that  defendants  were  entitled  to  judgment.  Judgment  was 
entered  accordingly,  and  plaintiff  appealed,  proper  excep- 
tions to  the  findings  of  fact  having  been  filed  to  preserve 
for  review  the  questions  discussed  and  decided  in  the  opin- 
ion. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  QuaaieSy  Spence  <& 
Qua/rl€8  and  George  Lvnea^  and  oral  argument  by  Mr,  Lines. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  Malone  <b  Bachr 
huber^  and  oral  argument  by  J,  E.  Malone. 

Mabshall,  J.  The  most  important  question  for  consider- 
ation on  this  appeal  is,  Did  the  court  err  in  finding  that 
the  words  "or  order"  were  interlined  in  the  note  after  its 
delivery  to  Eambusch,  and  without  the  knowledge  or  con- 
sent of  the  maker  ?  That  being  a  question  of  fact,  the  de- 
termination of  it  by  the  trial  court  cannot  be  disturbed  unless 
contrary  to  the  clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence;  but  in 
reaching  a  conclusion,  some  rules  which  are  well  settled 
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must  be  taken  into  consideration.  First,  is  the  rule  that  he 
who  alleges^fraud  must  establish  ip  by  clear  and  satisfactory 
evidence.  Only  reasonable  certainty  of  the  existence  of  the< 
fact  is  required,  the  same  as  in  case  of  any  other  fact  in  a 
civil  action.  Nevertheless  the  presumption  of  innocence 
and  fair  dealing  among  men  is  so  persuasive  that  a  situation 
which  violates  it  calls  for  evidence  of  a  more  clear  and  sat- 
isfactory character  than  one  that  does  not  involve  moral 
turpitude  or  the  commission  of  a  criminal  oflfense.  Consistent 
with  that  idea,  the  rule  is  well  recognized  that  where  fraud, 
whether  constituting  a  criminal  offense  or  not,  is  alleged  as 
the  foundation  of  the  action,  but  especially  in  case  of  the 
former,  it  must  be  established  by  clear  and  satisfactory  evi- 
dence or  there  can  be  no  recovery.  The  more  serious  the 
nature  of  the  fraud  charged,  the  more  rigidly  should  that  rule 
be  applied.  That  is  particularly  applicable  to  the"  case  be- 
fore us,  the  charge  of  fraud  involving  the  offense  of  forgery, 
a  felonious  crime  under  the  statutes  of  this  state. 

Second,  is  the  rule  that  the  mere  fact  that  a  note  has  a 
material  interlineation  raises  no  presumption  that  it  was 
changed  after  delivery.  In  this  the  learned  trial  judge  made 
a  serious  mistake.  It  is  not  the  law  that  the  mere  existence 
of  an  interlineation  in. a  writing  raises  a  presumption  that  it 
has  been  fraudulently  altered  or  altered  at  all  since  delivery. 
The  presumption  of  honesty  is  by  no  means  so  easily  over- 
come as  that,  and  the  burden  of  proof  put  upon  the  person 
claiming  under  such  a  paper  to  remove  a  suspicion  of  fraud 
cast  upon  it.  That  we  deem  to  be  so  elementary  that  a  cita- 
tion of  authority  to  sustain  it  is  hardly  necessary.  It  has 
often  been  so  held  by  this  court,  as  shown  by  numerous  in- 
stances cited  by  appellant's  counsel,  to  which  others  might 
be  added.  Williams  v.  SUirr,  5  Wis.  534;  Page  v.  Danahery 
43  Wis.  221 ;  Gorden  v.  Bohertaon^  48  Wis.  493 ;  MojxweU  v. 
Jlartmarm^  50  Wis.  660;  Bollina  v.  Humphrey^  98  Wis.  66; 
Prieger  v.  Exchange  MuL  Lu.  Co,  6  Wis.  89;  Av^Un  v.  Aus- 
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tifiy  45  Wis.  523.  Mr.  Jones,  in  his  late  work  on  Evidence, 
after  an  exhaustive  examination  of  authorities,  as  indicated 
in  his  notes,  lays  down  the  rule  as  established  by  the  great 
^  weight  of  them  that :  "  The  mere  fact  that  there  is  an  in- 
terlineation or  alteration  does  not,  it  would  seem,  call  for 
an  explanation,  provided  the  appearance  of  the  writing  and 
ink  is  such  as  to  indicate  that  the  whole  was  written  at  the 
same  time  and  by  the  same  hand.  In  such  a  case  it  is  clear 
that  the  usual  presumption  in  favor  of  innocence  and  against 
wrong  doing  will  obtain  and  the  burden  will  rest  upon  the 
person  asserting  that  a  wrongful  alteration  has  been  made 
to  establish  it."    Jones,  Ev.  §  578. 

The  learned  counsel  for  respondents  cite  Schwalm  v.  Mo- 
IrUyre,  17  Wis.  233,  to  the  contrary,  but  the  court  there  did 
not  pass  on  the  question  at  all.  It  was  said,  in  substance, 
that  whether  a  written  contract  offered  in  evidence,  having 
a  material  alteration,  should  be  rejected  because  of  a  legal 
presumption  that  the  alteration  was  made  before  delivery,  is 
not  decided.  Counsel  also  cite  Page  v*  Danaher^  aujpra^  and 
that  appears  to  be  what  the  learned  trial  judge  relied  upon, 
as  in  making  the  ruling  he  referred  to  what  Mr.  Justice  Cole 
there  said,  overlooking  the  fact  that  the  change  in  the  note 
then  under  consideration  was  made  with  a  different  colored 
ink  and  had  the  appearance  of  having  been  made  some 
time  after  the  execution  of  the  instrument.  It  was  to  such 
a  paper  that  the  language  of  the  court  was  directed  in  say- 
ing, "  Under  these  circumstances  we  think  the  plaintiffs  were 
bound  to  give  some  evidence  to  account  for  the  alteration," 
and  that  it  would  warrant  the  inference  or  conclusion  that 
the  alteration  was  made  after  the  instrument  became  oper- 
ative. The  following  rule  by  Greenleaf  was  adopted  in  that 
case:  "If,  on  the  production  of  the  instrument,  it  appears 
to  have  been  altered,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  party  offering 
it  in  evidence  to  explain  its  appearance."  The  words  "  ap- 
pears to  have  been  altered  "  do  not  go  so  far  as  to  include 


36  SUPEEME  COUET  OF  WISCONSIN.         [102 

Maldaner  va  Smith  and  others. 

a  mere  alteration  having  all  the  appearance  of  having  been 
made  before  the  paper  was  finally  completed.  They  mean 
altered  after  delivery.  In  the  absence  of  any  indication  that 
paper  has  been  altered  since  its  completion,  execution,  and 
delivery,  it  is  free  from  suspicion  notwithstanc^ing  there  may 
be  an  interlineation  in  it.  If  such  interlineation  be  neither 
in  a  different  handwriting,  made  with  a  different  colored 
ink,  nor  have  any  circumstance  of  suspicion  indicative  of  an 
alteration  subsequent  to  the  completion  of  the  paper,  other 
than  the  mere  fact  of  the  existence  of  the  interlineation,  the 
latter  circumstance  will  cast  no  suspicion  upon  it.  Such,  in 
substance,  was  the>  language  of  the  present  chief  justice, 
speaking  for  the  court  in  MaanjoeU  v,  Hwrtmamm,^  50  Wis.  660. 
For  further  authorities  on  the  subject,  see  1  Greenl.  Ev. 
§  564;  Stoner  v.  JEUiSy  6  Ind.  152;  Gooeh  v.  Bryant^  13  Me. 
386 ;  Fa/msfijoorik  v.  Sha/rp^  4  Sneed,  55 ;  Sayre  v.  ReynoldSy 
5  N.  J,  Law,  737;  Sedgvnck  v,  Sedgwick^  56  Oal.  213;  Srmih 
V,  Ferry y  69  Mo.  142;  I>odge  v.  HasMl,  69  Me.  429;  Odell 
V.  Oalhipy  62  Iowa,  253 ;  Kle^  v.  Bwrd^  12  Wash.  140 ;  Fa/rmr 
era*  L.  dk  T.  Co,  v.  OUon^  92  Iowa,  770 ;  Sneed  v.  8abinal  M. 
i&  M.  Co.  73  Fed.  Eep.  925 ;  Dorsey  v.  Conrad,  49  Neb.  443 ; 
Cosffrove  v.  Faneb'ust,  10  S.  Dak.  213. 

In  Sayre  v.  JSeynolds,  supra,  it  is  said,  in  effect,  there 
being  nothing  in  the  writing  itself  to  indicate  that  the  alter- 
ation was  made  after  delivery,  all  probabilities  are  against 
the  theory  of  forgery.  And  in  WUson  v.  JETayes,  40  Minn. 
531,  it  is  said  that,  ^Hhe  signature  of  a  note  being  admit- 
ted, an  alteration  not  having  any  suspicious  appearance  is 
presumed  to  have  been  made  before  delivery."  "  Proof  of 
the  signature  of  the  note  prima  fade  establishes  the  fact 
that  the  alteration  was  made  before  execution  and  delivery, 
and  casts  upon  the  person  claiming  the  contrary  the  burden 
of  establishing  his  contention."  Such  is  the  law  by  the 
great  weight  of  authority  and  according  to  previous  adjudi- 
cations of  this  court;  though  we  recognize  that  there  are 
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authorities  to  the  contrary,  yet  substantially  all  standard 
text  writers  state  the  doctrine  as  before  indicated. 

We  are  urged  by  counsel  for  respondent  to  disregard  the 
finding  of  the  trial  court  as  to  the  note  having  been  altered 
after  delivery,  because  of  his  erroneous  view  of  the  law. 
That  we  cannot  do.  It  does  not  change  the  rule  that  the 
finding  of  the  trial  court  on  a  question  of  fact  cannot  be  dis- 
turbed unless  against  the  clear  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
dence. Nevertheless  the  application  of  correct  rules  of  law 
to  the  evidence  in  place  of  incorrect  rules  must  necessarily 
have  the  full  weight  naturally  resulting  from  such  a  change 
in  the  situation,  in  determining  whether  the  finding  is  sus- 
tained by  the  evidence  or  not. 

In  the  light  of  what  has  preceded,  the  situation  on  one 
side  of  the  controversy  is  as  follows :  The  mere  interlinea- 
tion in  the  note  raises  no  presumption  of  a  fraudulent  altera- 
tion. The  note  itself  furnishes  no  evidence  casting  suspi- 
cion upon  it.  It  appears  to  have  been  all  written  by  the 
same  hand,  with  the  same  ink,  at  the  same  time.  It  is  in 
the  form  generally  adopted  among  business  men.  The 
probabilities  are  all  against  the  taking  of  a  nonnegotiable 
note,  especially  as  it  appears  that  it  was  taken  in  contem- 
plation of  being  immediately  transferred  by  Eambusch.  The 
transfer  occurred  four  days  after  the  papers  were  executed. 
Not  only  is  there  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  note  indicating 
a  fraudulent  alteration,  but  the  legal  presumption  of  inno- 
cence and  all  the  probabilities  are  against  it.  In  addition 
to  that  the  maker  of  the  note  seasonably  answered  in  this 
action  under  oath,  admitting  the  execution  of  the  note  in 
the  form  it  appeared  when  offered  in  evidence.  He  rested  on 
that  admission  for  a  period  of  about  eight  months  and  until 
after  he  had  an  opportunity,  when  examined  otherwise  than 
as  a  witness,  to  see  the  original  note  with  the  interlineation 
therein.  It  is  fair  to  conclude  that  it  did  not  occur  to  him 
to  amend  his  answer  till  after  he  saw  the  note  at  the  time 
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indicated.  The  amendment  was  not  made  until  the  cause 
was  called  for  trial  about  eight  months  after  the  original 
answer  was  interposed.  Opposed  to  that  is  the  improbable 
story  of  the  maker  of  the  note  that  he  made  the  admission 
in  the  first  answer  because  he  was  hurried  and  did  not  read 
it  carefully;  that  the  words  "or  order"  were  not  in  the 
note  when  he  signed  it,  and  that  he  remembered  the  fact 
because  he  did  not  want  to  give  a  note  that  could  be  sold. 
To  that  is  added  the  improbable  story  of  the  maker's  brother 
that  he  saw  the  note  when  it  was  made,  and  though  the 
matter  was  not  called  to  his  attention  again  for  nine  years, 
and  be  had  not  the  slightest  interest  in  the  matter,  he  re- 
membered that  there  was  no  interlineation  in  it;  that  it  was 
nonnegotiable  in  form.  In  that  state  of  the  record  no  other 
conclusion  can  be  reached  than  that  the  finding  of  the  learned 
trial  court  as  to  the  interlineation  being  made  after  the  note 
was  delivered  to  Kambusch  is  against  the  clear  and  decided 
preponderance  of  the  evidence.  That  situation  is  so  clear 
that  there  is  no  reasonable  explanation  of  the  decision  ap- 
pealed from,  other  than  that  the  erroneous  idea  of  the  law 
expressed  by  the  court,  that  the  existence  of  the  interlinea- 
tion raises  a  presumption  that  it  was  made  after  delivery, 
had  great  weight  in  the  judicial  mind  and  turned  the  scales 
against  the  plaintiff. 

The  next  question  that  is  presented  is,  Was  the  evidence 
given  by  Smithy  as  to  his  personal  transactions  with  Eam- 
busch,  admissible  ?  If  not,  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  in 
the  record  of  any  payments  other  than  those  admitted  by 
plaintiff,  even  if  it  be  conceded  that  Eambusch  was  the  agent 
of  the  owner.  The  court  made  no  finding  on  that  subject, 
and  there  is  no  exception  by  the  respondent  because  of  such 
failure  to  find,  so  that  question  is  not  before  us  in  any  form. 
But  if  Eambusch  was  not  the  agent  of  the  holder  of  the  note, 
then  the  transactions  between  him  and  Smith  were  entirely 
immaterial  and  should  have  been  excluded  on  appellant's 
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objection  on  that  ground.  If  he  was  such  agent,  then  the 
evidence  of  Smith  should  have  been  excluded  under  sec.  4070, 
R.  S.  1878,  unless  his  incompetency  was  removed  in  the  man- 
ner therein  indicated.  The  section  provides  that  no  party 
circumstanced  as  Smith  was  shall  be  examined  as  a  witness 
in  respect  to  any  transaction  or  communication  by  him  per- 
sonally with  a  person  circumstanced  as  respondent  claimed 
Kambusch  was,  unless  the  opposite  party,  or  some  other  wit- 
ness, shall  be  first  examined  in  his  behalf,  in  respect  to  some 
transaction  or  communication  between  the  deceased  agent 
and  such  opposite  party,  or  the  evidence  of  the  agent  as  to 
the  transactions  be  first  read  or  given  in  evidence.  So  it  is 
<5lear  that  the  incompetency  of  Smith  could  only  have  been 
removed  in  one  of  two  ways:  First,  by  evidence  on  the  trial 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  opposite  party  in  respect  to  the  trans- 
actions with  the  deceased  agent ;  or,  second,  by  the  giving 
in  evidence  of  an  examination  of  the  agent  himself  taken  on 
some  occasion  before  his  death.  To  meet  the  requirements 
of  the  statute,  respondent's  counsel  offered  in  evidence  the 
examination  of  Smith  taken  otherwise  than  as  a  witness. 
That  is,  instead  of  waiting,  as  the  statute  contemplates,  for 
the  opposite  party  to  open  the  door  for  the  admission  in  evi- 
dence of  the  otherwise  incompetent  testimony,  respondent 
claimed  the  right  to  open  it  by  offering  in  his  own  behalf 
his  own  evidence,  taken  otherwise  than  as  a  witness,  an  ex- 
ceedingly novel  proceeding,  clearly  a  violation  of  the  very 
letter  of  the  statute.  It  would  seem  that  it  could  hardly  be 
seriously  contended  that  the  proceeding  was  proper.  The 
mere  fact  that  Srmth  was  examined  otherwise  than  as  a  wit- 
ness, so  long  as  plaintiff  did  not  offer  such  examination  in 
evidence,  did  not  open  the  door  for  Smith  to  testify  on  the 
trial.  The  foundation  for  the  examination  of  a  party  as  to 
transactions  with  a  deceased  agent  must  be  laid  by  the  oppo- 
site party.  Here  the  trial  court  reversed  the  rule  of  the 
statute,  overlooking,  obviously,  the  elementary  principle  that 
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a  deposition  or  examination  taken  out  of  court  does  not  be- 
come evidence  for  a  party  taking  it,  or  any  party  to  the  cause, 
till  offered  and  received  as  evidence,  and  that  it  is  then  evi- 
dence only  for  the  party  who  offers  it.  In  all  cases  where 
a  party  offers  in  evidence  a  deposition  taken  by  the  opposite 
party,  he  makes  it  his  own  evidence ;  the  latter  can  then  ob- 
ject to  his  own  interrogatories  therein,  the  same  as  if  pro- 
pounded by  the  former,  and  can  object  to  the  competency 
of  the  witness  the  same  as  if  the  deposition  were  taken  for 
his  adversary.  Jones,  Ev.  §  Y03.  The  use  of  a  depositioyi 
by  one  party,  taken  by  the  other,  gives  it  no  different  status 
in  the  case  than  the  evidence  of  a  party,  or  of  a  witness  called 
into  court  in  his  behalf,  when  called  to  the  stand  by  his  op- 
ponent.   HazUton  v.  Union  JSank^  32  Wis.  34. 

The  singular  and  manifestly  erroneous  ruling  under  dis- 
cussion, though  contrary  to  the  very  letter  of  the  statute 
and  the  settled  practice  as  to  the  status  of  a  deposition  taken 
by  one  party  when  offered  in  evidence  by  his  adversary, 
would  appear  at  first  glance  to  have  some  support  in  Tom- 
Imson  V.  EUi8on^  104  Mo.  105,  and  Ess  v.  Chriffith,  139  Mo. 
322.  The  learned  trial  court  may  have  been  guided  by  those 
cases.  An  examination  of  the  Missouri  statute,  however,  dii»- 
closes  that  the  incompetency  of  a  party  to  testify  to  trans- 
actions with  a  deceased  opposite  party,  or  his  agent,  is  not 
removable  by  any  statutory  method.  The  statute  merely 
says  that  the  witness  shall  be  incompetent  to  testify,  the  same 
as  it  provides  that  a  physician  or  an  attorney  shall  be  in- 
competent to  testify  under  certain  circumstances.  The  court 
held  that  the  incompetency  may  be  waived  in  the  one  case 
the  same  as  in  the  other.  The  decisions  have  no  application 
to  our  statute,  which  provides  how  the  incompetency  of  a 
witness  shall  be  waived  if  at  all.  The  method  provided  by 
statute  is  exclusive. 

So  the  conclusion  reached  is  that  the  decision  of  the  trial 
court  as  to  the  invalidity  of  the  note,  and  as  to  payments 
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made  thereon  otherwise  than  those  admitted  by  plaintiflE,  is 
contrary  to  the  competent  evidence  in  the  case,  and  that  dis- 
poses, adversely  to  the  respondent,  of  all  questions  necessary 
to  be  considered  on  this  appeal.  It  calls  for  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment  and  for  judgment  in  plaintiflTs  favor  according  to 
the  prayer  of  the  complaint  when  the  case  again  reaches  the 
trial  court 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions  to  render 
judgment  in  plaintiff's  favor  as  prayed  for  in  the  complaint. 

Basdsen,  J.,  took  no  part. 


Hallook,  Appellant,  vs.  Tankby  and  another,  Respondents,  loa"       ii 

January  1$-- January  SI,  1899.  ^^^       *^^^i 

Promissory  notes:  Suretyship:  Release  by  extension:  Estoppel:  Release 

of  co-surety, 

» 

1.  If  a  note  is  definitely  extended  in  consideration  of  prepayment  of 
interest  by  the  principal  maker,  without  the  knowledge  or  oonsent 
of  a  surety,  the  latter  is  thereby  released. 

2l  a  surety  on  the  note  of  a  corporation  who^  in  his  capacity  as  an  offi- 
cer of  the  corporation,  requested  and  procured  an  extension  of  the 
time  for  payment^  is  estopped  to  assert  that  he  is  discharged  as 
surety  because  of  his  lack  of  oonsent  as  such  to  the  extension. 

&  Where  one  of  two  sureties  on  a  note  is  released  from  liability,  be- 
cause the  note  has  been  extended  without  his  oonsent,  his  co-surety 
is  thereby,  under  sea  4304^  Stats.  1898,  released  from  liability  for 
one  half  the  debt  The  provisions  of  that  section  apply  to  joint 
sureties  as  well  as  to  principal  debtors,  save  in  so  far  as  they  are 
limited  by  the  proviso  and  by  the  terms  of  sea  4205. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  county  court  of  Dodge 
county:  M.  S.  Geiswold,  Judge.  Affirmed  as  to  one  respond- 
ent;  reversed  as  to  the  other. 
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This  was  an  action  against  the  defendants  to  enforce  their 
liability  as  guarantors  of  a  promissory  note.  The  defense 
was  that  the  note  had  been  extended  by  the  holder  thereof 
without  the  consent  of  the  defendants,  and  consequently 
that  they  were  released  from  liability.  The  evidence  was 
meager,  and  showed  that  on  the  23d  of  October,  1891,  the 
Juneau  Manufacturing  Company,  a  corporation  of  Juneau, 
Wisconsin,  borrowed  $200  at  the  Citizens'  Bank  of  Juneau, 
and  executed  a  note  for  the  same,  payable  ten  days  after 
date,  with  interest  at  eight  per  cent,  per  annum.  The  de- 
fendant Yankey  was  the  treasurer  and  financial  manager 
of  the  Juneau  Manufacturing  Company,  and  executed  the 
note  on  behalf  of  the  company.  At  the  time  the  note  was 
given,  a  written  guaranty  of  payment  was  indorsed  upon 
the  back,  signed  by  the  defendants  Yamkey  and  Hartzheim^ 
both  of  whom  were  stockholders  in  the  corporation,  and 
Ycmhey  was,  as  before  stated,  the  treasurer  of  the  corpora- 
tion. On  the  3d  of  November,  when  the  note  fell  due,  it 
was  not  paid,  but  the  interest  was  paid  in  advance  for  thirty 
days,  and  the  bank  indorsed  an  extension  for  thirty  days  on 
the  back  of  the  note,  in  consideration  of  the  advance  pay- 
ment of  interest.  At  the  time  of  this  extension,  both  Mr. 
Yankey  and  Mr.  Harizheim  were  present,  and  Mr.  Yankey ^ 
acting  for  the  corporation,  paid  the  advance  interest,  in 
order  to  procure  the  extension;  but  it  does  not  appear  that 
Mr.  Harizheim  actively  participated  either  in  the  payment 
of  the  interest  or  in  the  request  for  the  extension.  The  note 
was  extended  several  times  afterwards,  and  like  agreements 
of  extension  indorsed  upon  the  back,  and  the  interest  paid 
in  advance  each  time  by  Mr.  Yankey^  as  treasurer  of  the 
corporation;  but  the  evidence  does  not  show  that  Mr. 
Harizheim  bad  anything  to  do  with  the  subsequent  exten- 
sions, or  even  that  he  knew  of  them.  The  note  was  trans- 
ferred to  the  plaintiff  for  value,  before  the  commencement 
of  this  action.    Upon  this  evidence  the  court  directed  a  ver- 
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diet  for  the  defendants,  and  from  judgment  upon  such  ver- 
dict the  plaintiff  appeals. 

Oeorge  W.  Slocm^  tor  the  appellant,  argued,  among  other 
things,  that  payment  of  interest  on  an  (yoerdue  note,  even 
for  a  definite  period  in  advance,  will  not  discharge  the  sure- 
ties. VUae  V.  Jones,  10  Paige,  76;  Lowrrum  v.  Tates^  37 
N.  T.  601 ;  OaJim  v.  Niemcemcz's  Exfrs,  11  Wend.  312 ;  Rey- 
ncida  v.  Wardj  5  Wend.  601;  JSosea  v.  Bowley,  57  Mo.  357; 
Coster  V.  Mesner,  58  Mo.  549 ;  WUUama  v.  Smith,  48  Me.  135 ; 
HaydenviUe  8,  B<mk  v.  ParsonSy  138  Mass.  53 ;  Oxford  Bcmh 
V.  Lewis,  8  Pick.  458 ;  Blackstone  Bamk  v.  HiU,  10  Pick.  129 ; 
Central  Bank  v.  WiUard,  17  Pick,  150 ;  Agricultural  Bamk 
V.  Bishop,  6  Gray,  317. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  Malone  db  Bach- 
huber,  attorneys,  and  Ryam,  <b  Merton,  of  counsel,  and  oral 
argument  by  J.  E.  Malone  and  E.  Merton. 

Wdstslow,  J.  As  to  the  defendant  Ha/rtzheim  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  the  verdict  was  rightly  directed.  His  lia- 
bility was  that  of  a  surety  alone,  and,  upon  very  familiar 
principles  of  law,  he  was  discharged  if  the  time  of  payment 
of  the  note  was  definitely  extended  by  a  valid  agreement 
without  his  consent.  Weed  Sewing  Machine  Co,  v,  Oherreich, 
38  Wis.  325.  Whatever  may  be  the  fact  as  to  Ha/rtzheim^s 
presence  at  the  time  of  the  first  extension  of  the  note,  it 
appears  without  dispute  that  the  note  was  definitely  ex- 
tended in  consideration  of  the  prepayment  of  interest  a 
number  of  times  afterwards,  without  his  presence  or  consent. 
The  payment  of  interest  in  advance  is  a  sufScient  consider- 
ation for  the  iBtgreement  of  extension  of  time.  Bataviaii 
Ba/nJc  V.  MoBonald,  77  Wis.  486. 

As  to  Yankey,  however,  the  question  is  different.  The  evi- 
dence seems  to  show  satisfactorily  that  he  was  the  acting 
oflRcer  of  the  corporation,  not  only  in  executing  and  deliver- 
ing the  note  originally,  but  in  paying  the  interest  in  advance 
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at  the  time  of  each  extension.  There  is  certainly  sufficient 
evidence  to  justify  a  jury  in  finding  that  he,  in  legal  effect^ 
requested  each  extension  of  time,  and  paid  the  advance  in- 
terest in  order  to  secure  such  extension.  It  is  true  that  he 
made  such  requests  and  payments  in  his  capacity  as  an  of- 
ficer of  the  corporation  and  on  its  behalf,  and  that  nothing 
was  said  as  to  his  individual  liability  as  guarantor;  and  the 
question  presented  is  whether,  having  requested  and  con- 
sented to  the  extension  on  behalf  of  the  corporation,  he  can 
be  heard  to  say  that  he  did  not  thereby  consent  to  the  exten- 
sion in  his  individual  capacity  as  guarantor.  Of  course,  the 
obligations  of  a  surety  are  atriotisaimi  jv/ris.  He  may  stand 
upon  the  letter  of  his  contract.  He  may  have  knowledge 
that  an  extension  has  been  granted  to  his  principal,  and  the 
law  does  not  impose  on  him  the  duty  to  speak.  2  Brandt, 
Suretyship  &  G.  §  345.  But  the  surety  is  bound  by  the  rules 
of  good  faith  and  fair  dealing,  as  well  as  other  men.  If  he, 
as  agent  for  the  principal  debtor,  requests  and  obtains  an 
extension  of  time,  and  pays  the  consideration  for  such  exten- 
sion, and  nothing  is  said  as  to  his  liability  as  surety,  it  is 
very  obvious  that  the  creditor  would  naturally  and  almost 
inevitably  conclude  that  he  consents  to  the  extension  indi- 
vidually, as  well  as  in  his  capacity  as  agent.  How  many 
bankers  or  business  men  would  reason  thus,  '^  Yankey  has 
consented  to  the  extension  as  treasurer  of  the  corporation, 
but  has  not  consented  in  his  individual  capacity,  and  I  must 
now  ask  him  if  he  consents  as  Mr.  Yankey "/  We  think 
very  few  would  think  of  drawing  such  fine  lines  of  distinc- 
tion. After  Yankey  requested  and  procured  the  extension 
on  behalf  of  the  corporation,  and  gave  no  notice,  to  the 
creditor  that  he  did  not  consent  to  an  extension  in  his  char- 
acter as  surety,  we  think  that  well-known  rules  of  estoppel 
must  be  held  to  prevent  him  from  asserting  that  he  is  dis- 
charged as  surety  because  of  lack  of  consent.  He  has  actively 
induced  a  change  of  position  on  the  part  of  his  creditor,  which 
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he  will  not  be  allowed  to  take  advantage  of,  to  his  creditor's 
injury. 

Another  question  here  arises,  namely,  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  discharge  of  Hartzheim  upon  the  liability  of  Yanhey. 
While  his  discharge  is,  in  effect,  a  discharge  by  operation  of 
law,  still  it  resulted  from  the  act  of  the  creditor  in  extend- 
ing the  time  of  payment  without  the  surety's  consent;  con- 
sequently, it  must  be  given  the  same  effect  as  a  voluntary 
release.  Robertson  v.  Smith,  18  Johns.  459.  There  is  no 
doubt  but  that  the  provisions  of  sec.  4204,  Stats.  1898,  apply 
to  joint  sureties  as  well  as  to  principal  debtors,  save  in  so 
far  as  they  are  limited  by  the  proviso  and  by  the  terms  of 
sec.  4205.  Neither  of  these  limitations  includes  the  present 
case.  Therefore  the  release  of  Eartzheim  will  operate  to 
relieve  his  co-surety  from  liability  for  one  half  of  the  debt, 
that  being  the  proportion  which  EaHzheim  ought  to  have 
paid  as  between  himself  and  Ycmkey  had  he  not  been  re- 
leased. There  must  be  a  new  trial  as  to  Ycmkey,  but  his 
liability  in  no  event  can  exceed  one  half  of  the  note  and  in- 
terest. 

By  the  Gov/rt —  As  to  Hwrizhma  the  judgment  is  afllrmed, 
with  costs,  and  as  to  Ycmkey  it  is  reversed,  with  costs,  and 
the  action  is  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 


Basdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 
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January  1$ — January  SI,  X899, 

CI)  I^yticiana  and  wrgeons:  Privileged  commuMcatums,    (2)  Tranaae- 

iions  with  person  since  deceased:  '*  Party,** 

L  Information  acquired  by  a  physician  while  examining  a  person,  not 
for  the  purpose  of  curing  or  helping  her,  but  to  determine  the  ques- 
tion of  her  mental  competency  with  a  view  to  an  application  for 
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her  release  from  guardianship,  is  not  "information  necessary  to 
enable  him  to  prescribe  for  such  patient  as  a  physician,"  within  the 
meaning  of  sec.  4075,  R.  S.  1878,  and  the  physician  may,  therefore, 
give  testimony  thereof. 
2.  An  officer  of  a  corporation  which  is  a  party  to  an  action  in  which 
the  opposite  party  claims  under  a  deceased  person  is  not  himself  a 
"  party  '*  so  as  to  be  incompetent,  tmder  sec.  4069,  R.  S.  1878,  to  tes- 
tify in  respect  to  transactions  had  by  him  personally  with  such  de- 
ceased person. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ozaukee 
county:  James  J.  Dick,'  Circuit  Judge.    JReversed. 

1.  The  proposed  will  of  the  deceased  was  contested  on  the 
ground  of  mental  incompetency  and  of  undue  influence. 
The  case  was  tried  in  the  circuit  court  for  Ozaukee  county, 
sitting  with  a  jury.  A  verdict  of  the  jury  in  favor  of  com- 
petency, and  against  undue  influence,  was  rendered,  and  a 
finding  by  the  court  was  made  to  the  same  effect,  and  the 
will  admitted  to  probate.  The  contestants  offered  the  testi- 
mony of  two  physicians,  partners,  one  of  whom  had  been' 
the  attending  physician  of  the  deceased,  and  to  whom  her 
son-in-law  applied  to  make  an  examination  of  her  mental 
condition  about  four  months  before  the  date  of  the  will,  to 
ascertain  as  to  her  mental  competency  to  care  for  her  own 
property,  with  a  view  to  applying  to  the  county  court  for 
release  from  guardianship,  under  which  she  had  been  placed 
with  her  own  consent.  She  submitted  herself  to  the  exami- 
nation for  this  purpose.  The  court,  after  ascertaining  that 
the  knowledge  of  these  physicians  was  thus  obtained,  ex- 
cluded their  testimony  as  privileged,  under  the  provisions  of 
sec.  4075,  B.  S.  1878,  which  constituted  the  first  error  as- 
signed. 

2.  Among  the  bequests  was  one  of  $400  to  a  church.  The 
proponents  offered  as  a  witness,  to  prove  mental  competency 
by  interviews  and  conversations  with  the  deceased,  the  pastor 
of  that  church,  who  was  vice-president  of  its  corporation. 
He  Avas  objected  to  as  a  party  in  interest,  and  incompetent 
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to  testify  to  personal  transactions,  under  sec.  4069.  The  ob- 
jection was  overruled,  which  constitutes  the  second  assign- 
ment of  error.  The  contestants  also  assign  error  for  refus- 
ing certain  instructions  and  for  admitting  the  will  to  probate. 

Edgar  L.  Woody  for  the  appellants,  to  the  point  that  in- 
formation acquired  by  physicians  in  making  an  examination 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  question  of  sanity  is  not 
privileged,  cited  Ne%bvt  "o.  People^  19  Colo.  441 ;  People  v, 
SUney,  137  N.  T.  570. 

H.  B.  Schwmy  for  the  respondent. 

DoDOB,  J.  1.  Sec.  4076,  E.  S.  1878,  is  for  the  benefit  and 
protection  of  the  patient,  and  its  prohibitions  can  be  waived 
in  her  lifetime  only  by  the  patient,  and  not  by  the  physician. 
Boyle  V.  N.  W.  Mut.  JS.  Asso.  95  Wis.  312.  The  purpose  of 
the  statute,  as  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Justice  Finney  in  that 
case,  is  to  facilitate  and  make  safe  full  and  confidential  dis- 
closure by  patient  to  physician  of  all  facts,  circumstances, 
and  symptoms,  untrammeled  by  apprehension  of  their  sub- 
sequent enforced  disclosure  and  publication  on  the  witness 
stand,  to  the  end  that  the  physician  may  form  a  correct 
opinion,  and  be  enabled  safely  and  efficaciously  to  treat  his 
patient.  The  legislature  has  decided  wisely  that  public  pol- 
icy requires  such  measure  of  restriction  upon  the  freedom  of 
the  physician  to  testify  or  of  others  to  demand  testimony. 
But  as  it  rested  with  the  legislature  to  discover  the  necessity 
for,  and  to  eflfectively  impose,  such  restrictions,  which  are  in 
derogation  of  the  common  law,  it  is  for  the  courts  only  to 
enforce  such  as  have  been  imposed  and  not  others  which  the 
legislature  has  omitted.  The  seal  placed  on  the  lips  of  the 
physician  only  relates  to  "information  necessary  to  enable 
him  to  prescribe  for  such  patient  as  a  physician."  The  tend- 
ency of  all  courts  has  been  and  should  be  toward  liberal  con- 
struction of  these  words  to  effectuate  the  purpose  of  the 
statute.  Thus,  it  has  been  held  that  the  word  "  necessary  " 
should  not  be  so  restricted  as  to  permit  testimony  of  state- 
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ments  or  information  in  good  faith  asked  for  or  given  to 
enable  intelligent  treatment,  although  it  may  appear  that 
the  physician  might  have  diagnosed  the  disease  and  pre- 
scribed for  it  without  certain  of  the  information,  so  that  it 
was  not  strictly  necessary.  Sloan  v.  If.  Y,  G.  B.  Co.  45 
N.  T.  126;  Grattan  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  80  N.  T.  281; 
Benihan  v.  Derminy  103  N.  T.  573.  So,  also,  the  word  "  pre- 
scribe "  is  not  to  be  used  in  its  most  limited  sense  of  writing 
an  order  upon  an  apothecary  for  specific  drugs,  but  should 
be  given  as  liberal  and  enlarged  an  effect  as  the  word  itself 
will  bear  in  the  connection  found. 

Applying  such  rule,  it  is  nevertheless  apparent  that  the 
word  "  prescribe,"  when  used  as  applicable  to  physicians, 
embodies  the  purpose  of  cure,  remedy,  or  alleviation.  The 
word  means  "  to  advise,  appoint,  or  designate  as  a  remedy 
for  disease."  Cent.  Diet.  Indeed,  the  counsel  for  propo- 
nents has  the  same  understanding.  He  says  in  his  brief : 
^*  The  word  *  prescribing,'  used  in  the  statute,  does  not  only 
apply  to  prescribing  medicines.  It  has  a  broader  sense. 
After  a  physician  has  professionally  examined  a  patient,  he 
may  find  that  the  patient  does  npt  need  any  medicine,  but 
that  he  needs  different  air,  different  food,  different  employ- 
ment, must  keep  away  from  bad  company,  etc.,  and  advises 
him  what  to  do  so  as  to  regain  his  health.^^  We  think,  there- 
fore, that  the  purpose  to  cure  or  alleviate  is  an  essential 
element  in  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  to  prescribe  as  a 
physician,"  as  used  in  this  statute,  and  that  the  prohibition 
against  disclosing  information  only  applies  when  such  pur- 
pose is  present.  It  may  be  contended,  not  without  force, 
that  there  is  the  same  reason  for  confidence  when  the  ex- 
amination is  only  to  ascertain  whether  a  certain  disease 
exists,  without  any  purpose  that  the  physician  shall  attempt 
any  prescription  or  advice  for  cure,  but  the  legislature  has 
not  seen  fit  to  so  declare,  and  such  a  case  is  as  it  was  before 
the  statute. 

In  the  present  case,  the  purpose  of  attempting  anything 
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remedial  was  wholly  wanting  in  the  interview  between  the. 
medical  witnesses  and  the  deceased.  The  question  was  not 
whether  resumption  of  control  over  her  property  would  or 
would  not  be  beneficial  to  her  physically  or  mentally,  but 
whether  her  mental  condition  was  such  that  the  county 
court  would  be  likely  to  restore  such  control  to  her.  Ad- 
vice, if  any,  was  sought,  not  with  reference  to  treatment  of 
any  disease,  but  as  to  whether  to  make  an  application  to 
the  court.  We  hold,  therefore,  that  the  information  ob- 
tained by  the  physicians  at  the  interview  of  September  18, 
1896,  was  not  necessary,  and  was  not  obtained,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enabling  them  to  prescribe  for  the  testatrix  as  phy- 
sicians, and  therefore  they  were  not  incompetent  to  give 
testimony  thereof. 

2.  No  error  was  committed  in  admitting  the  testimony  of 
the  pastor,  vice-president  of  the  church  which  was  a  legatee. 
Here,  as  in  the  above  discussed  assignment  of  error,  the  stat- 
ute must  control.  Sec.  4069  only  excludes  "  parties,"  and 
does  not,  as  do  the  statutes  of  many  states,  exclude  all  those 
interested  in  the  result.  The  church  corporation  was  the 
party,  and,  although  the  officers  and  members  of  a  corpora- 
tion may  be  more  or  less  directly  interested  in  the  result, 
the  legislature  has  not  seen  fit  to  exclude  them  as  witnesses 
in  an  action  between  the  corporation  and  representatives  of 
decedents  or  insane.  An  attempt  was  made  in  Hanfv, 
If,  W,  M.  A,  Asso.  76  Wis.  450,  to  extend  this  statute  to 
agents  of  the  corporation  litigant,  on  the  contention  that, 
since  a  corporation  could  testify  only  by  its  agents,  the  pur- 
pose of  the  statute  extended  to  such  testimony,  but  the  con- 
tention was  overruled.  An  officer  differs  not  at  all  from  an 
agent,  except  that  he  usually  has  a  pecuniary  interest.  That, 
however,  does  not  bring  him  within  the  terms  of  the  legis- 
lation. Jfew  Jersey  T.  <&  S,  JD.  Co,  v.  Camden  S.  JD.  cfe  T.  Co, 
58  N.  J.  Law,  196 ;  UUman  v,  Bninswiek  T.,  G.  cfe  Z.  Co,  96 

Ga.  625 ;  BqppU  v.  Supreme  Tent,  18  App.  Div.  (N.  T.),  488. 
Vol.  102—4 
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As  the  conclusion  reached  upon  the  first  assignment  of 
error  will  necessitate  reversal,  we  need  make  no  comment 
on  the  remaining  errors  assigned,  nor  upon  the  suflBciency 
of  the  evidence  to  support  the  finding  of  the  circuit  court. 

By  the  Court, —  Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 

Babdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 


IS  498|  WiNKELKANK,  Guardiau,  Eespondent,  vs.  Bsiokebt  and  an- 

other. Appellants. 

January  IS — January  SI,  1899. 
BiUa  and  notes:  Payments  to  supposed  agent 

m 

The  purchaser  of  a  negotiable  note  and  the  mortgage  securing  it  is 
not  chargeable  with  payments  thereafter  made  by  the  mortgagor 
to  a  third  person  who  did  not  have  possession  of  the  papers  and 
was  not  the  agent  of  the  purchaser,  where  the  latter  did  no  act 
authorizing  a  belief  that  an  agency  existed. 

Appeal  from  a  judgnient  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dodge 
county:  James  J.  Dick,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Malone  cfe  Bach- 
huher,  and  oral  argument  by  J.  E.  Malone. 

Harlow  Pease^  for  the  respondent. 

WiNSLow,  J.  This  is  an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage  upon  real  estate  executed  January  29, 1883,  and 
owned  by  the  plaintiff.  The  sole  question  in  issue  between 
the  parties  was  whether  W.  T.  Bambusch  was  the  agent  of 
the  plaintiff  during  the  years  1892  to  1896,  inclusive,  so  that 
certain  payments  made  during  those  years  by  the  defendant 
mortgagors  to  Bambusch  should  be  credited  upon  the  mort- 
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gage.  The  plaintiff  bought  the  note  and  mortgage  July  2, 
1892;  the  note  was  negotiable,  and  was  not  then  due.  The 
purchase  was  made  of  the  Citizens'  Bank  of  Juneau,  through 
Mr.  Hemmy,  the  cashier,  and  the  plaintiff  has  had  posses- 
sion of  the  same  ever  since.  The  defendants  thereafter  made 
several  payments  of  interest  and  instalments  of  principal  to 
Eambusch,  l)elieving  him  to  be  the  agent  of  the  owner  of 
the  mortgage.  He  was  not  such  agent,  and  he  converted 
the  moneys  to  his  own  use.  The  testimony  not  only  shows 
that  Eambusch  was  not  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  but  that 
the  plaintiff  had  never  done  any  act  which  would  authorize 
any  one  to  think  so.  The  defendants  were  grossly  negligent 
in  making  payments  to  Mr.  Eambusch  without  production  of 
the  note  or  any  proof  that  he  was  authorized  to  receive  such 
payments.  The  court  held  that  the  agency  was  not  proven, 
and  hence  that  the  payments  could  not  be  credited,  and  the 
finding  is  the  only  one  that  the  evidence  would  justify.  A 
more  detailed  statement  of  the  evidence  would  not  be  useful. 
By  the  Court. —  Judgment  affirmed. 

Babbeen,  J.,  took  no  part 


Gbawtobd,  Appellant,  vs.  Chbistian  and  wife,  Eespondents.    [g^ 

January  IS  ^January  SI,  1899,  J^^       i  ^^ 

Evidence  Mental  capacity:  Opinion  of  nonexpert:  Oroea^xaminaiion: 

Appeal 

"L  The  opinion  of  a  nonexpert  witness  as  to  the  mental  condition  of  a 
person  cannot  properly  be  received  in  evidence  until  such  witness 
has  first  qualified  himself  by  stating  facts  within  his  personal 
knowledge  and  means  of  personal  observation,  such  as  to  satisfy 
the  court  of  his  ability  to  give  an  intelligent  opinion  liable  to  be 
of  some  assistance  to  the  jury  in  coming  to  a  correct  conclusion. 
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2.  A  witness  cannot  properly  be  cross-examined  as  to  a  mere  collateral 

matter,  not  affecting  his  credibility,  but  tending  to  disgrace  him. 

3.  The  findings  of  the  trial  court  will  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal  un- 

less clearly  against  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence. 

Appbal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dodge 
county:  James  J   Dick,  Circuit  Judge.    Affi/rmed. 

Action  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of  real  estate  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  and  undue  influence.  The  answer  put  the 
material  allegations  of  the  complaint  in  issue.  The  court 
found  the  facts  as  follows:  April  17, 1895,  plaintiff  was  the 
owner  of  the  property  described  in  the  complaint.  On  that 
day  he  conveyed  the  same  to  Ca/rl  ChrisUam,  for  the  sum  of 
$4,101.  He  had  sufficient  mental  capacity  to  conduct  the 
necessary  business  transactions  to  sell  and  convey  his  prop- 
erty as  he  did.  Neither  Ca/rl  Ghriatian^  nor  any  agent  for 
or  other  person  acting  in  his  behalf,  was  guilty  of  fraud  or 
undue  influence  in  securing  a  conveyance  of  the  property, 
but  it  was  conveyed  by  plaintiff  freely  and  voluntarily,  ac- 
cording to  his  own  wish  in  the  matter.  The  consideration 
for  the  conveyance  was  a  fair  measure  of  the  value  of  the 
property.  As  conclusions  of  law  the  court  found,  in  sub- 
stance, that  plaintiff  failed  totally  to  establish  his  cause  of 
action,  and  that  defendants  were  entitled  to  a  judgment 
against  the  plaintiff  for  their  costs  and  disbursements  in 
the  action.  Judgment  was  entered  accordingly,  and  plaintiff 
appealed. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Malone  <&  Bach- 
huher^  and  oral  argument  by  J.  E.  Malone.  They  argued, 
among  other  things,  that  the  conveyance  ought  to  be  set 
aside  because  the  evidence  showed  that  the  plaintiff  was 
weak-minded  and  unable  to  understand  business  transac- 
tions; that  he  sold  his  farm  for  a  very  inadequate  price,  and 
without  taking  proper  advice,  but  under  undue  influence. 
Cole  V.  Oetzinger^  96  Wis.  559;  Ha/rding  v.  Handy ^  11  Wheat. 
104,  125;  Jackson  v.  Xi;i^,4  Cow.  207,  220;  HaU  v.PerkinSj 
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3  Wend.  626,  631;  TayUyr  v.  Taylor,  8  How.  183;  Wheeler 
V.  Smith,  9  How.  55,  82;  Watkms  v.  JBrcmt,  46  Wis.  419, 428; 
ITnoU  V.  Tidyman,  86  Wis.  164. 

George  W.  Sloan,  for  the  respondents. 

Mabshall,  J.  It  is  not  considered  necessary  or  advisable 
to  discuss  at  any  considerable  length  the  assignments  of  error 
urged  on  this  appeal.  The  cause  appears  to  have  been  fairly 
tried  and  the  record  free  from  any  prejudicial  error. 

The  evidence  of  a  nonexpert  witness  as  to  the  mental 
condition  of  plaintiff  was  properly  rejected,  there  being  no 
foundation  for  a  nonexpert  opinion  from  the  witness.  Such 
an  opinion  may  properly  be  given  as  evidence  on  the  subject 
of  mental  unsoundness,  but  only  upon  the  witness  first  quali- 
fying himself  by  stating  facts  within  his  personal  knowledge 
and  means  of  personal  observation,  such  as  to  satisfy  the 
court  of  his  ability  to  give  an  intelligent  opinion  liable  to  be 
of  some  assistance  to  the  jury  in  coming  to  a  correct  conclu- 
sion. Such  evidence  is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule 
which  confines  a  nonexpert  witness  to  a  statement  of  facts 
only.  The  exception  applies  solely  when  the  qualification 
of  the  witness  is  first  satisfactorily  shown  in  the  manner  in- 
dicated. Bumham  v.  Mitchell,  34  Wis.  117 ;  Jones,  Ev.  §  366 ; 
Sogers,  Expert  Testimony,  §  6. 

Some  remarks  were  made  by  the  court  during  the  trial,  to 
which  exception  was  taken.  They  were  certainly  not  preju- 
dicial, as  the  presiding  judge  was  to  decide  all  questions  of 
fact  as  well  as  law. 

The  cross-examination  of  a  witness  on  a  mere  collateral 
matter,  not  affecting  credibility,  but  tending  to  disgrace  the 
witness,  was  properly  excluded.  Emery  v.  State,  101  Wis. 
627;  Jones,  Ev.  §  836. 

The  other  assignments  of  error  are  all  directed  to  whether 
the  findings  of  fact  are  sustained  by  the  evidence.  The 
record  has  been  examined  with  care  and  without  discover- 
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ing  any  good  reason  for  disturbing  the  decision  of  the  trial 
court,  under  the  familiar  rule  that  such  decision  must  pre- 
vail unless  clearly  against  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence. 
That  rule  applies  here  the  same  as  in  other  cases  tried  by 
the  court. 
By  the  Cowrt. — Judgment  affirmed. 

Babdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 

An  extensile  note  upon  the  subject  of  nonexpert  opinions  as  to  sanity 
or  insanity  is  appended  to  the  case  of  Byder  vl  State  (100  Gla.  628),  in  88. 
Ii.R  A.721.— Bbp. 


In  be  Will  of  Hofpb. 

January  IS — January  SI,  1899, 


WiU$:  Heir  as  subscribing  witness:  Evidence:  Transactions  v^ith  person 

since  deceased. 

1  An  heir  of  a  testator,  for  whom  no  provision  is  made  in  the  will,  is 
a  competent  subscribing  witness  thereta 

2.  An  heir  of  a  testator,  if  not  provided  for  in  the  wiU«  is  a  x>arty  ad- 
verse to  the  proponents  in  the  probate  proceedings,  and  is  not  in- 
competent under  sea  4069,  R.  S.  1878,  to  testify  on  behalf  of  such 
proponents  to  transactions  by  him  personally  with  the  deceased. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dodge 
county:  James  J.  Dick,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

Probate  of  the  will  was  opposed  on  the  ground  of  lack  of 
testamentary  capacity  and  for  undue  influence.  One  of  the 
witnesses  to  the  will  was  a  son  and  heir  of  the  deceased,  to 
whom  no  bequest  or  devise  was  made  therein.  He  was  ob- 
jected to  as  not  a  competent  witness.  The  other  subscrib- 
ing witness,  without  objection,  testified  to  all  the  material 
elements  of  the  execution  of  the  will.  The  circuit  court 
found  existence  of  testamentary  capacity  and  absence  of 


Wis.]  JANUAET  TEEM,  1899.  55 

In  re  Will  of  Hoppe. 

undue  influence,  and  admitted  the  will  to  probate,  from 
which  judgment  this  appeal  is  brought. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Malone  c6  Bach- 
hvher^  and  oral  argument  by  J,  E.  Malone.  They  contended, 
inter  alia^  that  the  will  was  not  executed  as  required  by  sec. 
2282,  Stats.  1898,  not  being  attested  by  two  or  more  com- 
petent witnesses.  The  son  was  disqualified  from  testifying 
to  transactions  or  communications  with  his  father.  In  re 
Valentine's  WiU,  93  Wis.  45 ;  GeorJce  v.  Georke^  80  Wis.  516 ; 
WiU  ofSUverthomy  68  Wis.  372;  Holcowh  v.  HoLcornb,  95 
N.  y.  316;  MaMer  of  Bemsee,  141  N.  T.  389. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Harlow  Pease 
and  C.  a.  BVwmenfddy  and  oral  argument  by  Jf/'.  Pease. 

Dodge,  J.  1.  William  Hoppe,  the  son,  to  whom  no  be- 
quest was  made,  was  a  competent  subscribing  witness.  Sees. 
2284,  2285,  E.  S.  1878,  evidently  contemplate  attestation  of 
wills  by  heirs  and  others  interested  in  the  estate,  provided 
they  are  not  beneficiaries  under  the  will  in  excess  of  their 
rights  independent  of  it.  Beneficial  interest  under  the  Avill 
is  the  test.    In  re  Lyon's  WiU,  96  Wis.  339. 

He  was  not  incompetent  under  sec.  4069.  True,  he  was  a 
party.  The  legatees  and  devisees  are  parties  on  the  one 
side,  and  the  heirs  at  law  the  parties  on  the  other  side,  in 
probate  proceedings.  In  re  Vdlen^dne^s  WiU,  93  Wis.  45,  51, 
quoting  HaU  v.  AUen,  31  Wis.  691.  He  was,  however,  called 
by  the  proponents  of  the  will — the  adverse  parties, —  the 
only  ones  who  had  any  right  to  object  to  his  competency. 
It  is  always  in  the  discretion  of  the  adverse  party  to  waive 
the  protection  afforded  by  sec.  4069,  either  by  refraining 
from  objection,  or  by  offering  testimony  of  another  witness; 
and  he  may  equally  waive  it  by  calling  his  opponent  and 
examining  him  as  a  witness  to  personal  transactions.  Becker 
V.  Foster,  64  HI.  App.  192;  Taylor  v.  Ainsworth,  49  ^eh.  696. 

2.  The  finding  of  the  court,  either  as  to  mental  compe- 
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tency,  or  as  to  absence  of  undue  influence,  is  not  against  the 
preponderance  of  the  evidence.  Even  should  the  testimony 
of  the  son  William  Hoppe  be  not  considered,  there  would 
remain  sufficient  evidence  to  support  the  findings. 

The  taxable  costs  of  both  parties  should  be  paid  out  of  the 
estate. 

By  the  Court — Judgment  affirmed. 

Babdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 


Hehhy,  Administrator,  Eespondent,  vs.  Hawsiks,  Appel- 
lant. 

January  I4 — January  SI,  1899^ 

Estates  of  decedents:  Pledge  of  aseets  by  executor:  Misappropriation  of 

proeeeda:  Notice,    * 

L  A  pledge  by  an  executor  of  the  assets  of  the  estate,  even  though 
made  to  siecure  a  loan  for  his  own  personal  benefit,  is  valid  if  the 
pledgee  has  no  knowledge  or  notice  of  the  intended  perversion  of 
the  proceeds,  but  takes  the  property  in  good  faith. 

2l  An  executor  wrote  to  the  defendant,  from  whom  he  proposed  to  bor- 
row money,  that  the  county  judge  would  make  an  order  in  regard 
to  a  loan,  and  then  he  would  be  ready  to  take  it^  After  receiving 
a  favorable  reply,  he  sent  to  the  defendant  a  note  signed  by  him 
as  executor,  also  a  note  and  mortgage  belonging  to  the  estate,  as- 
signed by  him  as  executor,  as  collateral.  In  a  letter  accompanying 
the  instruments  he  requested  the  defendant  to  place  the  larger 
part  of  the  money  in  the  bank  to  his  (the  executor's)  credit,  and 
retain  the  balance  for  awhile  "as  that  is  mainly  to  pay  expenses 
of  administration,  part  of  it  coming  to  me."  Held,  insufficient  to 
charge  the  defendant  with  knowledge  that  the  loan  was  not  made 
for  the  benefit  of  the  estate. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dodge 
county:  James  J.  Dick,  Circuit  Judge.    JSeversed. 

The  plaintiff,  as  administrator  de  bonis  non  with  the  will 
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annexed  of  the  estate  of  Lucinda  Cutler,  deceased,  brings 
this  action  to  recover  the  value  of  a  note  of  $3,500  and  in- 
terest, executed  by  George  Hams  to  said  deceased.  May  13, 
1889,  together  with  the  real-estate  mortgage  securing  the- 
same.  The  complaint  contains  the  necessary  allegations 
showing  the  representative  character  of  the  plaintiff,  that 
the  note  and  mortgage  are  assets  of  said  estate,  and  that  the 
same  have  been  converted  by  the  defendant  to  his  own  use. 
The  answer  admits  the  representative  character  of  the  plaint- 
iff, and  the  execution  of  the  note  and  mortgage,  and  alleges 
ownership  in  himself  of  said  note  and  mortgage,  as  collateral 
security  to  a  loan  of  $2,500,  made  by  him  March  20, 1890, 
to  one  Rambusch,  who  was  then  executor  of  the  estate  of 
Lucinda  Cutler,  and  assigned  the  note  and  mortgage  to  the 
defendant  as  such  executor.  There  was  little,  if  any,  dispute 
about  the  facts,  and  they  were  substantially  as  follows : 

The  note  and  mortgage  in  question  were  executed  on  the 
13th  day  of  May,  1889,  to  the  order  of  Lucinda  Cutler,  who 
was  then  alive,  and  were  owned  by  her.  On  the  same  day 
she  made  her  will,  by  which  she  gave  her  husband,  John  A, 
Cutler,  the  use  of  her  household  furniture  and  the  interest 
on  $1,500  during  his  natural  life,  and  also  gave  other  lega- 
cies, amounting  to  $2,000,  to  her  children  and  grandchildren, 
and  provided  for  the  division  of  the  $1,500  in  which  her  hus- 
band had  a  life  interest,  among  her  children,  after  his  death. 
The  will  also  appointed  William  T.  Rambusch,  of  Juneau, 
executor  and  trustee  for  the  investment  of  the  $1,500.  Lu- 
cinda Cutler  shortly  afterwards  died,  and  the  will  was  pro- 
bated on  the  petition  of  Rambusch,  on  the  25th  of  June, 
1889,  and  Rambusch  was  appointed  and  qualified  as  execu- 
tor. He  filed  no  inventory,  and  paid  no  claims  against  the 
estate,  and  rendered  no  account  of  his  administration.  The 
estate  seems  to  have  consisted  q;imply  of  the  $3,500  note  and 
mortgage,  and  a  small  amount  of  household  furniture.  The 
defendant,  HawJdna^  lived  at  Watertown,  Wisconsin,  and 


50  SUPREME  COUET  OF  WISCONSIN.         [102 

Winkelmann  tb.  Brickert  and  another. 

As  the  conclusion  reached  upon  the  first  assignment  of 
error  will  necessitate  reversal,  we  need  make  no  comment 
on  the  remaining  errors  assigned,  nor  upon  the  suflBciency 
of  the  evidence  to  support  the  finding  of  the  circuit  court. 

By  the  Court —  Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 

Sabdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 


WiNKBucAinir,  Guardian,  Bespondent,  vs.  Bbiokebt  and  an- 
other. Appellants. 

January  IS — January  SI,  1899, 

Bills  and  notes:  Payments  to  supposed  agent 

The  purchaser  of  a  negotiable  note  and  the  mortgage  seouring  it  is 
not  chargeable  with  payments  thereafter  made  by  the  mortgagor 
to  a  third  person  who  did  not  have  possession  of  the  papers  and 
was  not  the  agent  of  the  purchaser,  where  the  latter  did  no  act 
authorizing  a  belief  that  an  agency  existed. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dodge 
county:  James  J.  Dick,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Malone  dk  Bachr 
huber^  and  oral  argument  by  J.  E.  Malone. 

Harlow  Peaae^  for  the  respondent. 

WiNSLow,  J.  This  is  an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage  upon  real  estate  executed  January  29, 1883,  and 
owned  by  the  plaintiff.  The  sole  question  in  issue  between 
the  parties  was  whether  W.  T.  Kambusch  was  the  agent  of 
the  plaintiff  during  the  years  1892  to  1896,  inclusive,  so  that 
certain  payments  made  during  those  years  by  the  defendant 
mortgagors  to  Eambusch  should  be  credited  upon  the  mort- 
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gage.  The  plaintiff  bought  the  note  and  mortgage  July  2, 
1892;  the  note  was  negotiable,  and  was  not  then  due.  The 
purchase  was  made  of  the  Citizens'  Bank  of  Juneau,  through 
Mr.  Hemmy,  the  cashier,  and  the  plaintiff  has  had  posses- 
sion of  the  same  ever  since.  The  defendants  thereafter  made 
several  payments  of  interest  and  instalments  of  principal  to 
liambusch,  Relieving  him  to  be  the  agent  of  the  owner  of 
the  mortgage.  He  was  not  such  agent,  and  he  converted 
the  moneys  to  his  own  use.  The  testimony  not  only  shows 
that  Eambusch  was  not  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  but  that 
the  plaintiff  had  never  done  any  act  which  would  authorize 
any  one  to  think  so.  The  defendants  were  grossly  negligent 
in  making  payments  to  Mr.  Eambusch  without  production  of 
the  note  or  any  proof  that  he  was  authorized  to  receive  such 
payments.  The  court  held  that  the  agency  was  not  proven, 
and  hence  that  the  payments  could  not  be  credited,  and  the 
finding  is  the  only  one  that  the  evidence  would  justify.  A 
more  detailed  statement  of  the  evidence  would  not  be  useful. 
By  the  dmrt. —  Judgment  aflirmed. 

Babdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 


CsAwiroBD,  Appellant,  vs.  Chbistian  and  wife,  Eespondents.    i^  ^ 


Janwary  IS — January  SI,  1899.  }?^      ,  SI 


110       ^  77 


Etridenee:  Meniai  capacity:  Opinion  of  nonexpert:  Crosa^xaminaiion: 

Appeal 

h  The  opinion  of  a  nonexpert  witness  as  to  the  mental  condition  of  a 
person  cannot  properly  be  received  in  evidence  until  such  witness 
has  first  qualified  himself  by  stating  facts  within  his  personal 
knowledge  and  means  of  personal  observation,  such  as  to  satisfy 
the  court  of  his  ability  to  give  an  intelligent  opinion  liable  to  be 
of  some  assistance  to  the  jury  in  coming  to  a  correct  conclusion. 
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V.  Camm.  30  Pa.  St.  586.  Such  a  deposit  of  trust  funds  to 
the  executor's  individual  credit  was,  in  law,  an  appropriation 
to  his  own  use. 

WiNSLow,  J.  We  have  been  unable  to  find  any  evidence 
in  the  record  to  support  the  finding  of  the  court  to  the  effect 
that  the  defendant,  Jlwwkinsy  knew  that  Bambusch  borrowed 
the  $2,500  for  his  own  personal  use  and  not  for  the  purposes 
of  the  estate.  On  the  contrary,  it  appears  very  clearly  that 
Rambusch  represented  to  SomhinSy  in  effect,  that  the  money 
was  borrowed  for  the  purposes  of  the  estate,  and  also  that 
Rambusch  was  a  man  respected  and  trusted  in  the  commu- 
nity, and  that  there  were  no  facts  appearing  which  would 
have  put  a  reasonable  man  upon  inquiry,  or  raise  a  suspicion 
that  Rambusch  expected  to  make  any  improper  use  of  the 
money  borrowed.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  law  is 
quite  well  settled  to  the  effect  that  the  pledge  was  valid. 
The  principle  is  well  expressed  in  the  case  of  Smith  v,  Ayevy 
101  U.  S.  320-326,  thus:  "There  is  no  doubt  that,  unless 
restricted  by  statute,  an  executor  can  dispose  of  the  personal 
assets  of  his  testator  by  sale  or  pledge  for  all  purposes  con- 
nected with  the  discharge  of  his  duties  under  the  will;  and 
even  where  the  sale  or  pledge  is  made  for  other  purposes 
of  which  the  purchaser  or  pledgee  has  no  knowledge  or  no- 
tice, but  takes  the  property  in  good  faith,  the  transaction 
will  be  sustained,  for  the  purchaser  or  pledgee  is  not  bound 
to  see  to  the  disposition  of  the  proceeds  received.  But  the 
case  is  otherwise  where  the  purchaser  or  pledgee  has  knowl- 
edge of  the  perversion  of  the  property  to  other  purposes  than 
those  of  the  estate,  or  the  intended  perversion  of  the  pro- 
ceeds." See,  also,  Schouler,  Ex'rs,  §§  349,  350 ;  OoUberg  v, 
n,  S,  N(xt,  Bwnky  131  N.  T.  595,  The  powers  of  an  execu- 
tor with  regard  to  the  sale  or  pledge  of  assets  are  much 
broader  than  those  of  a  trustee,  because  the  executor  takes 
title  to  the  personal  property  and  is  presumed  to  have  the 
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right  to  transfer.  Sohouler,  Ex'rs,  §  350.  It  does  not  nec- 
essarily follow  from  the  fact  that  the  pledge  was  valid  that 
the  estate  is  liable  for  the  loan,  nor  is  that  point  decided  in 
this  case. 

It  is  claimed  that  $472.50  of  the  $2,500  debt  from  Ram- 
busch  to  Ilawhms  was  not  advanced  by  Scmkins^  but  con- 
sisted of  a  past-due  debt  owing  by  Rambusch  to  Hawhinsy 
for  interest  money  collected,  and  hence  that,  so  far  as  this 
sum  is  concerned,  Rambusch  pledged  the  assets  of  the  estate 
to  pay  his  own  debt,  which  he  could  not  legally  do.  Weir 
V.  Moshevy  19  Wis.  311.  There  is,  however,  no  evidence 
showing  affirmatively  that  this  $472.50  was  in  Rambusch's 
hands  when  he  negotiated  the  loan  of  Ha/wTcms;  but  the  evi- 
dence rather  tends  to  show  that  the  interest  moneys  were 
collected  after  the  loan  was  negotiated,  and  when  Hawkins 
really  owed  Rambusch  $500  upon  the  loan,  and  that  the  in- 
terest moneys  were  simply  set  off  against  the  money  which 
HawJcina  would  otherwise  have  forwarded  to  Rambusch  to 
complete  the  loan. 

By  the  Court. —  Judgment  reversed,  and  action  remanded 
with  directions  to  render  judgment  dismissing  the  complaint. 

Sabdeen^  J.,  took  no  part. 


Shall,  Administrator,  Respondent,  vs.  Champeny,  Appel- 
lant. 

January  16 — January  SI,  1899, 

(1-3)  Mental  incompetency:  Evidence:  Adjudication:  Presumption  as  to 
prior  condition,  (4-6)  Fraud:  Evidence:  Admissions:  Burden  of 
proof:  Instructions  to  jury. 

L  An  adjadication  of  mental  unsoundness  per  se  ia  eyidence  only  of 
the  mental  condition  of  the  subject  at  the  time  of  such  adjudica- 
tion, and  thereafter  upon  the  theory  that  a  condition  of  mind  ono« 
shown  to  exist  is  presumed  to  continue. 
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2.  An  instruction  that  an  adjudication  of  mental  unsoundness  may  re- 
late back  presumptively  to  a  prior  date,  as  evidence  of  the  mental 
condition  at  suoh  date,  Tield  error. 

8.  When  the  condition  of  mind  of  a  person  is  shown  to  have  been  the 
same  for  a  considerable  period  of  time,  an  adjudication  as  to  such 
condition  at  one  date  during  the  period  is  competent  evidence 
.  when  the  act  claimed  to  have  been  affected  by  such  condition  oc- 
curred at  a  prior  date,  upon  the  theory  that  it  is  reasonable  to  say 
that  appearances  determined  at  one  time  during  the  period  to  indi- 
cate insanity  or  incompetency,  indicate  the  same  at  other  times  dur- 
ing such  period,  whether  before  or  subsequent  to  the  adjudication. 

4.  The  admissions  of  an  alleged  defrauded  party,  made  long  after  the 
act  sought  to  be  avoided  for  fraud  occurred,  are  not  admissible  as 
evidence  to  affect  the  title  to  property  involved. 

6.  The  giving  of  an  instruction  on  a  material  point,  susceptible  of  two 
constructions,  one  that  condemns  it  and  one  that  does  not,  where 
the  jury  may  have  adopted  either  construction,  is  reversible  error. 

6L  In  the  submission  to  a  jury  of  a  cause  of  action,  predicated  on  cir- 
cumstances which  in  law  raise  a  presumption  of  fraud  or  imdue 
influence,  it  is  improper  to  say  that  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the 
person  charged,  to  disprove  it.  The  true  rule  is  that  when  circum- 
stances are  established  from  which,  as  a  matter  of  law,  a  presump- 
tion of  fraud  or  undue  influence  arises,  then  the  burden  of  proof  is 
on  the  party  charged  with  being  guilty  thereof  to  show  that  he  is 
innocent  and  that  the  alleged  defrauded  party  acted  voluntarily 
and  of  his  ovni  free  wilL 
[Syllabus  by  Mabshall^  J.] 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Wauke- 
sha county:  James  J.  Dick,  Circuit  Judge.    Heversed. 

Action  of  replevin  brought  in  the  lifetime  of  William 
Champeny  by  his  guardian  to  recover  certain  promissory 
notes  claimed  to  have  been  obtained  from  him  by  the  de- 
fendant by  means  of  fraud  and  undue  influence,  before  he 
was  placed  under  guardianship.  The  guardian  was  ap- 
pointed by  reason  of  the  old  age  and  incompetency  of  Cham- 
peny to  do  business  and  take  care  of  his  property.  The 
ward  died  after  the  action  was  brought.  It  was  revived  in 
the  name  of  the  administrator  and  was  thereafter  tried,  the 
verdict  and  judgment  being  for  the  plaintiff.  Defendant 
appealed. 
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For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  D,  J.  Hemlock^  at- 
torney, and  OWormoTy  Hammel  dk  SchmitZy  of  counsel,  and 
oral  argument  by  J,  Z.  O^  Connor  and  Mr,  Hemlock, 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Eyan  cfe  Mertouj 
and  oral  argument  by  jE!  Merton. 

Marshall,  J.  The  right  of  plaintiff  to  recover  depended 
on  whether  the  deceased,  William  Ohampeny,  was  compe- 
tent to  transact  his  business  at  the  time  he  parted  with  the 
property  in  controversy  to  the  defendant-  About  four  and 
one-half  months  after  the  transaction,  there  was  an  in- 
quest before  the  county  judge  as  to  Champeny's  mental  con- 
dition. Such  inquest  was  had  on  an  application  for  the 
appointment  of  a  guardian.  As  a  part  of  the  proceedings, 
Champeny's  testimony  was  taken,  and  among  other  things 
he  testified  at  length  as  to  his  business  relations  with  the 
defendant,  particularly  in  regard  to  the  property  in  contro- 
versy in  this  case.  The  result  of  the  inquest  was  that  Oham- 
peny was  adjudged  incompetent  to  attend  to  his  business 
affairs,  and  a  guardian  for  him  was  accordingly  appointed. 
The  evidence  of  Champeny  on  the  hearing  and  the  adjudica- 
tion which  followed  were,  against  defendant's  objections, 
admitted  as  evidence  for  plaintiff  on  the  trial  in  question^ 
and  that  is  assigned  as  error  on  this  appeal. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  an  adjudication  as  to  mental 
soundness  is  direct  evidence  of  the  fact  at  the  time  of  the 
adjudication,  and  presumptive  evidence  of  the  condition  of 
the  subject  at  a  subsequent  time,  upon  the  theory  that  a  con- 
dition of  mind  once  shown  to  exist  is  presumed  to  continue. 
It  is  not  evidence  of  itself  of  the  mental  soundness  of  the 
subject  at  any  time  prior  to  the  adjudication.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  independent  evidence  showing  that  the  same  condi- 
tion of  mind  existed  at  the  prior  time  as  at  the  time  of  the 
adjudication  and  had  been  continuous  in  the  meantime,  it  is 
not  admissible  at  all  in  a  controversy  as  to  such  condition 
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at  sQch  prior  time.  That  is  the  state  of  the  law  as  laid  down 
in  previous  adjudications  of  this  court,  and  no  reason  is  per- 
ceived for  departing  from  it.  Such  is  the  law  also  accord- 
ing to  standard  text  writers  and  courts  generally. 

It  is  often  said,  as  in  Bumham  v,  Mitchell^  34  Wis.  117, 
that  an  adjudication  of  insanity  is  not  evidence  of  the  con- 
dition of  the  person  to  whom  it  relates  prior  to  its  date. 
That  is  perfectly  consistent  with  what  has  been  said.  True, 
it  is  said  in  GUes  v.  Ilodge^  74  Wis.  360,  that  the  result  of 
the  adjudication  in  Bumham  v.  MitoheU  was  introduced  to 
prove  mental  capacity  reaching  back  many  years,  but  the 
court  did  not  say,  certainly  did  not  intend  to  say,  that  such 
evidence  was  proper  jp^  se.  The  admission  of  the  evidence 
there  was  held  not  prejudicial  because  the  court,  by  the 
charge,  expressly  limited  its  effect  to  the  time  when  the  ad- 
judication was  made.  The  evidence  was  likewise  limited 
in  Giles  v.  Hodge^  the  court  saying,  in  substance,  that  the 
adjudication,  though  some  days  after  the  filing  of  the  peti- 
tion, was  expressly  of  the  date  of  the  petition,  and  on  such 
date  the  deeds  were  made,  the  validity  of  which  was  chal- 
lenged because  of  the  incompetency  of  GUes  to  make  them. 
The  court  said  there  is  no  doubt  of  the  general  principle 
that  the  adjudication  cannot  relate  back  to  a  prior  time  as 
evidence  of  incapacity,  hut  when  it  is  shown  thai  the  mental 
condition  had  been  the  same  for  a  considerable  length  of  time 
and  was  the  same  at  the  tim^e  of  the  act  to  be  affected  by  it  as 
when  the  adjudication  was  had^  the  adjudication  is  compe- 
tent evidence.  Although  that  was  not  strictly  necessary  to 
the  decision  of  the  case,  because,  as  indicated,  the  court  held 
that  the  adjudication,  by  its  terms,  included  the  very  day  on 
which  the  act  affected  by  the  alleged  insanity  took  place,  yet 
on  the  theory  of  the  party  challenging  the  competency  of  the 
adjudication  as  evidence,  that  is,  that  the  transaction  which 
was  the  subject  of  controversy  took  place  a  few  days  prior, 
to  such  adjudication,  the  admissibility  of  it  in  connection 
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with  other  evidence  was  a  proper  subject  for  discussion  and 
decision.  So  what  was  said  in  that  line  must  be  considered 
the  correct  rule  of  law  according  to  the  deliberate  judgment 
of  this  court  then  expressed,  till  some  contra  declaration 
shall  have  been  made,  and  no  reason  is  perceived  now  for 
departing  from  that  rule.  As  before  stated,  however,  that 
does  not  militate  at  all  against  the  principle  that  such  an 
adjudication,  of  itself,  is  not  evidence  of  the  condition  of  the 
party  affected  by  it  at  any  prior  time.  It  tends  that  way 
only  when  the  condition  of  the  person  is  shown  to  have  been 
the  same  for  a  considerable  period  of  time,  including  the 
prior  date  and  the  adjudication.  Then  a  decree  of  mental 
incompetency  at  one  date  during  the  period  is  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  circumstances  which  indicated  in- 
sanity at  one  time  indicated  the  same  at  other  times  during 
such  period.  That  appeals  to  our  reason  and  common  sense 
as  to  what  ought  to  be  the  law,  and  the  decisions  of  courts 
elsewhere  support  it,  as  indicated  in  the  citations  found  in 
the  opinion  in  Giles  v.  Hodge,  supra. 

In  Ashcraft  v,  De  Armond,  44  Iowa,  229,  the  mental  con- 
dition of  the  subject  was  shown  for  a  period  of  many  years, 
reaching  to  a  time  long  after  the  act  claimed  to  have  been 
affected  by  it,  all  tending  to  show  gradual  mental  decay, 
reaching,  finally,  total  inability  for  mental  action.  Under 
those  circumstances  the  court  held  that  evidence  of  the 
mental  condition  after  the  act  complained  of,  in  connection 
with  all  the  other  evidence  6n  the  subject,  was  proper. 
Again,  in  Terry  v.  Buffington,  11  Ga.  342,  the  act  called  in 
question  was  the  making  of  a  will  in  1844.  Evidence  was 
produced  tending  to  show  that  the  testator's  mental  con- 
dition was  the  same  before  that  time  and  continuously  down 
to  1849.  In  that  state  of  the  case  expert  evidence  was  held 
proper  to  show  that  the  testator  was  incompetent  at  the 
latter  date,  1849.    ^^  Per  «^,"  said  the  court,  "  the  proof  was 

objectionable;  taken  in  connection  with  the  other  evidence 
VOU102— 5 


66  SUPEEME  COUET  OF  "WISCONSIN".         [102 

Small  vs.  Champeny. 

it  was  relevant  and  proper."  Keeping  in  mind  the  distinc- 
tion between  an  adjudication  of  mental  unsoundness  as  evi- 
dence, unsupported  by  evidence  of  prior  mental  condition, 
where  that  is  the  real  subject  of  controversy,  and  such  evi- 
dence in  connection  with  other  evidence  showing  that  the 
prior  condition  and  appearances  of  mental  unsoundness  were 
the  same  as  at  the  time  of  the  adjudication,  it  will  readily 
be  seen  that  all  the  cases  holding  that  such  an  adjudication 
is  not  evidence  of  mental  condition  at  a  prior  time  are  in 
perfect  harmony  with  the  rule  Ave  say  was  announced  by 
this  court  in  CHles  v.  Hodge,  and  which  is  now  affirmed. 
But,  as  said  in  Terry  v,  Buffington,  the  converse  of  the  rule 
that  insanity  once  judicially  established  is  presumed  to  con- 
tinue, is  not  the  law.  That  is,  it  does  not  relate  back  as 
well  as  continue.  In  the  language  very  properly  used  by 
the  learned  counsel  for  appellant  on  the  argument,  the  pre- 
sumption springing  from  the  adjudication  is  not  retroactive. 
In  view  of  what  has  preceded,  it  must  be  hsld  that  the 
admission  in  evidence  of  the  adjudication  made  over  four 
months  after  the  act  sought  to  be  impeached,  was  error. 
There  was  no  competent  proof,  as  appears,  warranting  the 
finding  that  Champeny  was  in  substantially  the  same  con- 
dition of  mind  continuously  from  before  the  transfer  of  the 
property  to  defendant,  down  to  the  time  he  was  placed 
under  guardianship.  That  being  the  necessary  foundation 
for  the  admission  of  the  adjudication,  and  it  being  absent, 
the  error  of  the  trial  court  is  clear.  We  shall  not  take  time 
to  go  through  the  evidence  in  detail  to  demonstrate  want 
of  the  necessary  preliminary  proof,  but  rest  the  matter  with 
stating  our  conclusion  that  it  is  not  in  the  record.  Prob- 
ably, if  the  trial  judge  looked  at  the  matter  from  a  correct 
legal  standpoint,  the  evidence  of  the  deceased  taken  before 
the  county  judge  was  deemed  to  be  sufficient,  with  the  other 
evidence,  to  pave  the  way  for  the  admission  of  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  guardian.     But  the  evidence  of  Champeny  was 
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clearly  incompetent.  The  learned  circuit  judge  said  that  it 
was  admitted  as  admissions  of  Champeny,  overlooking  the 
well-known  rule  that  the  admissions  of  a  vendor  or  trans- 
ferrer of  property,  subsequently  made,  are  not  admissible 
in  evidence  to  affect  the  vendee's  or  transferee's  title.  That 
principle  is  elementary.  Orami  v.  Lewisy  14  Wis.  487 ;  Selsby 
V.  RedloTVj  19  Wis.  17.  No  good  reason  has  been  or  can  be 
suggested  to  uphold  the  admission  of  that  testimony.  Its 
admission  alone  necessitates  a  reversal  of  the  judgment. 

The  court  gave  to  the  jury  quite  a  long,  involved  instruc- 
tion as  to  the  effect,  as  evidence,  of  the  appointment  of  the 
guardian.  The  instruction  is  too  long  to  admit  including  it 
verlatim  in  this  opinion.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  the  jury  may 
well  have  understood  from  the  judge's  language,  and  prob- 
ably did  understand,  that  they  were  at  liberty  to  presume 
from  the  adjudication  that  the  incompetency  thus  found  re- 
lated back  by  way  of  inference  four  months  and  a  half  to  the 
time  when  the  act  alleged  to  have  been  affected  by  mental 
unsoundness  occurred.  "It  is  the  general  rule,"  said  the 
court,  "  that  such  an  adjudication  cannot  relate  back  to  a 
prior  time  as  evidence  of  incapacity  at  such  prior  time,  except 
hy  a  presuw^ption  thdt  it  corUvmied,^^  That  is  a  pretty  clear 
indication  that  the  learned  court  entertained  the  idea  that 
an  adjudication  of  incompetency  as  independent  evidence  is 
competent,  by  relation,  to  establish  mental  unsoundness  at 
a  prior  date.  True,  there  is  other  language  in  the  charge, 
indicating  a  view  that  if  there  was  evidence  of  a  condition 
of  mental  decay  which  existed  for  a  considerable  length  of 
time,  reaching  down  to  and  including  the  date  of  the  adju- 
dication, such  adjudication  might  be  considered  as  evidence 
in  connection  with  the  other  evidence  of  the  mental  condi- 
tion of  Champeny  at  a  date  prior  to  such  adjudication,  and 
within  the  period  covered  by  such  evidence  of  prior  condi- 
tion. But  that  was  not  said  in  such  a  way  but  that  a  pro- 
fessional man,  even,  might  easily  have  understood  that  the 
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adjudication  itself  would  relate  back,  presumptively.  If  we 
could  say  the  charge  admits  of  a  construction  in  accordance 
with  correct  legal  principles,  it  must  yet  be  deemed  preju- 
dicial, so  long  as  we  must  say  it  also  admits  of  a  contrary 
meaning  and  the  jury  were  quite  liable  to  have  been  misled 
thereby.  Oibhona  v.  W.  V.  JR.  Go.  62  Wis.  646;  Sophins  v. 
Rush  Eiver,  70  Wis.  10;  West  v.  WeUs,  54  Wis.  525. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury,  in  substance,  that  in  this 
class  of  cases  the  general  rule,  that  the  burden  of  proof  is 
on  the  party  alleging  fraud  to  establish  it  by  a  preponder- 
ance of  evidence,  does  not  apply ;  but  on  the  contrary  the 
burden  of  proof  is  on  the  party  charged  with  fraud  and 
undue  influence  to  disprove  it.  That  was  not  strictly  accu- 
rate, though  it  must  be  conceded  there  are  many  cases  that 
would  seem  to  support  it,  to  one  not  thoroughly  conversant 
with  the  doctrine  upon  which  they  rest.  The  true  rule  is 
that  in  this  class  of  cases,  the  same  as  in  others,  the  burden 
of  proof  is  on  the  party  alleging  fraud  to  establish  it  by  a 
,  preponderance  of  the  evidence  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury; 
but  proof  of  circumstances  which,  in  law,  satisfactorily  sug- 
gest fraud  does  the  work,  and  then  the  burden  of  proof  is 
upon  the  party  against  whom  fraud  is  alleged  to  meet  the 
prima  facie  case  thus  made,  by  aflirmatively  and  satisfac- 
torily explaining  such  circumstances  and  establishing  his 
innocence.  The  facts  from  which  fraud  and  undue  influence 
SLve  j>ri7na/aeie  inferable  are  mentioned  in  numerous  cases 
in  this  court,  the  following  being  among  the  most  significant 
Smith  V.  Smith,  60  Wis.  329 ;  Davis  v.  Deem,  66  Wis.  100 
Cole  V.  Oetzinger,  96  Wis.  559 ;  Disch  v.  Timmy  101  Wis.  179 
Doyle  V.  Welch,  100  Wis.  24. 

In  Da/via  v.  Dean,  this  language  was  used :  "  If  the  bur- 
den of  proof  is  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  show  such  fraud  or 
undue  influence,  probably  we  could  not  disturb  the  findings 
of  the  circuit  court  which  negative  their  existence.  But 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  the  burden  ofjproofis  not 
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upon  the  plaintiffs?^  The  significance  of  the  language, 
"  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,"  is  liable  to  be  over- 
looked, as  it  undoubtedly  was  by  the  learned  circuit  judge. 
In  counection  with  that  part  of  the  opinion  in  Douoia  v.  Deam,^ 
just  quoted,  is  a  statement  of  the  circumstances  mentioned 
which  it  was  said  presumptively  made  the  case  for  the  plaint- 
iffs and  placed  the  defendant  in  the  position  indicated  in 
the  quoted  language.  In  Disch  t;.  Timm^  the  present  chief 
justice,  quoting  with  approval  from  a  late  New  York  case, 
said:  "When  opportunity  and  a  disposition  to  influence 
the  act  of  another  improperly  are  shown,  a  presumption  of 
undue  influence  arises,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  then  on 
the  pwrty  cha/rged  therevoith  to  sTiov)  tiiat  such  other  acted  in- 
teUigenUy  amd  voluntarUy?^  To  the  same  effect  the  court, 
by  Mr.  Justice  Winslow,  in  Doyle  'o.  Welch^  said :  "  When  a 
volimtary  convey anoe  is  made  h/  cm  aged  person  of  his  entire 
property  without  consideration^  to  one  who  sta/nds  m  a  position 
of  trust  and  confidefnce  to  him^  under  circumstances  of  secrecy^ 
the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  grantee  to  show  that  the 
conveyance  was  untainted  with  undue  influence." 

Such  is  the  effect  of  all  the  authorities  on  the  subject. 
The  field  for  the  operation  of  undue  influence  or  fraud  being 
shown,  together  with  satisfactory  indications  that  the  oper- 
ation has  taken  place,  then  from  that  situation  springs  the 
presumption  of  fact  which  the  person  charged  with  the 
wrong  doing  must  meet  and  overcome  by  showing  aflBrm- 
atively  that  there  was  no  wrong.  A  presumption  against 
the  person  charged  does  not  exist  from  the  mere  fact  that 
there  is  such  a  charge,  but  because  of  circumstances  appear- 
ing which  satisfactorily  suggest  the  wrong,  and  it  is  not  till 
such  circumstances  appear  that  it  can  properly  be  said  the 
burden  of  proof  to  disprove  wrong  is  on  the  person  charged. 

A  jury  may  properly  be  told,  in  such  an  action,  that  the 
burden  to  establish  fraud  or  undue  influence  is  upon  the 
plaintiff,  but  that  it  need,  not  be,  and  usually  is  not,  estab- 
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lished  by  direct  evidence,  but  by  inference  from  circum- 
stances pointing  that  way,  which  circumstances  must  be 
affirmatively  established  as  part  of  plaintiff's  case.  Their 
attention  may  be  properly  called  to  the  circumstances  which 
in  law  raise  the  presumption  of  fraud  and  undue  influence, 
and  if  such  circumstances  appear  uncontroverted  by  the  evi- 
dence, they  may,  and  should,  be  told  that  the  plaintiff's  case 
is  thej^hy  j>rimaf(icie  established.  If  the  circumstances  are 
controverted,  the  jury  should  be  told  that  they  must  find 
the  facts  in  that  regard  from  the  evidence,  the  burden  of 
proof  to  satisfy  them  by  a  preponderence  of  evidence  being 
upon  the  party  charged.  The  facts  being  uncontroverted, 
or  found  by  the  jury  from  the  eyidencej  jprima facie  show- 
ing fraud  or  undue  influence  as  a  matter  of  law,  the  jury 
should  be  told  to  find  against  the  party  charged  therewith 
unless  satisfied  from  the  whole  evidence  in  the  case  that  the 
act  called  in  question  was  the  free,  voluntary,  and  deliberate 
act  of  the  alleged  defrauded  party,  the'burden  of  proof  being 
upon  such  party. 

For  the  several  errors  indicated,  the  judgment  must  be 
reversed  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  aew  trial. 

£]/  the  Court —  So  ordered. 


Babdeen,  J.,  took  no  part 
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David  Adleb  &  Sons  Olothino  Oompakt,  Appellant,  vs. 

'  Thobp,  Assignee,  Bespondent. 

January  16 — January  SI,  1899, 

(1)  Voluntary  assignment:  Evidence:  Examination  of  assignor.    (3)  Re- 
plevin: Evidence  of  value.    (3)  Sale  of  chattels:  Eesdssion. 

1.  In  an  action  of  replevin  against  an  assignee,  to  which  the  assignor  is 
not  a  party,  the  latter  is  a  competent  witness,  and  it  is  not  error  to 
exclude  his  examination,  taken  under  sec.  17026,  S.  &  B.  Ann.  Stat& 
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(sec.  1693&,  Stat&  1808),  when  offered,  not  by  way  of  impeachment, 
but  as  substantive  evidence. 

2b  In  replevin  by  the  vendor  of  goods  their  value  was  alleged,  both  in 
the  complaint  and  answer,  to  be  a  certain  sum.  Plaintiff's  agent 
who  had  identified  the  goods  testified  that  said  sum  was  the  in- 
voice price  and  that  that  was  their  value.  Heldt  that  the  court,  in 
directing  a  verdict,  properly  fixed  their  value  at  that  amount,  al- 
though the  same  witness  further  testified  that  the  goods  had  de- 
preciated in  value  forty  per  cent,  during  the  twenty-two  days 
which  had  elapsed  since  their  sale^  because  they  had  been  unpacked 
and  placed  on  shelves  and  some  suits  and  sizes  sold.  Jenkins  v. 
Steanka,  19  Wia  126,  distinguished. 

^  A  vendor  of  merchandise  cannot  rescind  the  sale  and  reclaim  the 
goods  merely  because  the  purchasers,  knowing  themselves  to  be 
insolvent,  did  not  disclose  that  fact,  where  no  inquiries  and  no  false 
statements  w^re  made  and  no  artifice  resorted  to  to  mislead  the 
vendor,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  goods  were  bought  with 
the  fraudulent  intent  of  not  paying  for  them. 


Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Door 
<50unty:  S.  D.  Hastings,  Jr.,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Felker,  Doe  <k 
Fdker  and  Charles  L,  Aarons^  and  oral  argument  by  Charles 
W.  Fdker. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Oreene^  Vroma/n^ 
FairchUdy  North  <&  Fa/rkery  and  oral  argument  by  Charles 
E,  Vroman. 

Cassoday,  0.  J.  This  is  an  action  of  replevin  of  certain 
goods  and  merchandise  sold  by  the  plaintiff's  salesman  to 
the  firm  of  L.  D.  Thorp  &  Son,  of  Egg  Harbor,  April  26, 
1896,  and  shipped  to  them  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  next  day. 
May  15, 1896,  that  finn  made  a  voluntary  assignment  to  the 
-defendant  for  the  benefit  of  their  creditors.  May  19, 1896, 
the  plaintiff  replevied  the  goods.  At  the  close  of  the  trial 
the  court  directed  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  to  the 
effect  that  he  was  the  owner  and  entitled  to  the  possession 
of  the  property  described,  that  the  value  thereof  was  $634, 
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and  that  the  defendant's  damage  for  withholding  the  prop- 
erty was  six  cents.  From  the  judgment  entered  thereon  ac- 
cordingly, with  costs,  the  plaintiff  brings  this  appeal. 

1.  Error  is  assigned  because  the  court  excluded  the  testi- 
mony of  one  of  the  assignors,  taken  before  a  county  judge^ 
under  sec.  1702J,  S.  &  B.  Ann.  Stats.,  being  sec.  1693J, 
Stats.  1898.  As  indicated  by  the  late  revisers  in  their  note 
to  that  section,  "  it  was  intended  to  aid  the  parties  in  an  as- 
signment to  obtain  evidence  to  be  used  on  the  final  hearing 
or  perhaps  before  such  hearing."  Id. ;  In  re  Baker ^  72  Wis. 
395.  Such  assignor  is  not  a  party  to  this  action,  but  was  a 
competent  witness,  and  appears  to  have  been  sworn  and  ex- 
amined as  such  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  trial.  Such 
testimony  was  not  offered  by  way  of  impeachment,  but  as 
substantive  evidence.  There  was  no  error  in  excluding  such 
testimony. 

2.  Error  is  assigned  because  in  directing  a  verdict  the  court 
fixed  the  value  of  the  property  at  $634.  That  is  the  value 
of  such  property  as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  also  as  ex- 
pressly alleged  in  the  answer.  The  plaintiff's  witness,  in  its 
employ,  who  picked  out  the  goods  invoiced  and  sold  to  the 
firm,  testified  to  the  effect  that  he  went  to  Egg  Harbor  to 
identify  the  goods  so  sold  by  the  plaintiff;  that  he  found  the 
goods  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  as  such  assignee; 
that  he  "identified  aome  of  the  goods; "  and  that  "the  list 
attached  to  the  complaint,"  which  he  held  in  his  hand,  was 
correct;  and  that  the  invoice  price  of  the  goods  so  identified 
was  $634,  and  that  their  value  was  $634.  These  facts  clearly 
distinguish  the  case  at  bar  from  Jenkins  v.  Steamlca^  19  Wis. 
126,  particularly  relied  upon  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff.  In 
that  case,  which  was  replevin,  the  trial  court  refused  to  allow 
the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  property  detained  was  of  less 
value  than  alleged  in  the  complaint  and  not  denied  in  the 
answer;  and  such  ruling  was  held  to  be  error.  Here  the 
plaintiff  was  allowed  to  prove,  and  did  prove,  that  the  value 
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was  the  same  as  alleged  in  both  the  complaint  and  answer. 
True,  the  same  witness  testified  that  the  market  value  of  those 
goods  was  about  sixty  cents  on  the  dollar;  that  the  goods 
had  depreciated  in  value  forty  per  cent,  on  account  of  broken 
lots,  and  lots  which  were  sold  out,  and  odd  sizes  which  the 
plaintiff  no  longer  had  in  stock.  But  the  only  ground  or 
reason  given  for  such  depreciation  during  the  twenty-two 
intervening  days  is  that  the  clothing  was  unpacked  in  the 
store  at  Egg  Harbor,  and  put  on  the  shelves,  and  some  suits 
and  sizes  sold  out.  This  is  insufficient  to  reduce  what  he 
himself  had  sworn  to  be  the  value,  and  what  the  complaint 
and  answer  both  allege  to  have  been  the  value. 

3.  Error  is  assigned  because  the  court  directed  a  verdict 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  upon  the  merits.  The  contention 
is  that  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  have  authorized  the  jury 
to  infer  that  the  firm  bought  the  goods  with  the  fraudulent 
intent  of  not  paying  for  them,  or,  at  least,  that  the  firm 
failed  to  reveal  facts  to  the  plaintiff  which  would  have  pre- 
vented it  from  shipping  the  goods.  The  principal  fact  re- 
lied upon  is  that  at  the  time  of  ordering  the  goods  the  firm 
was  insolvent;  and  that  that  fact,  and  other  circumstances, 
such  as  heavy  indebtedness,  poor  trade,"  poor  collections, 
general  financial  depresion,  and  the  like,  if  communicated 
to  the  plaintiff  by  the  firm,  would  have  prevented  the 
plaintiff  from  shipping  the  goods.  The  goods  were  ordered 
by  the  firm  from  the  plaintiff's  traveling  salesman,  Selig- 
man,  who  solicited  and  urged  the  firm  to  make  the  pur- 
chase. Seligman  was  not  sworn.  It  appears,  however,  that 
he  called  on  the  firm  at  their  store,  and  solicited  the  order 
in  the  ordinary  way  and  in  the  usual  course  of  business,  and 
the  amount  of  the  purchase  was  the  usual  amount  for  that 
season  of  the  year;  that  he  asked  no  questions  as  to  the 
firm's  financial  condition,  and  that  no  statement  or  repre- 
sentation was  made  to  him  respecting  such  condition ;  that 
no  more  goods  were  purchased  than  were  needed  by  the 
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firm  for  the  continuance  of  the  business;  that  the  business 
did  continue  in  the  usual  manner  down  to  the  time  of  the 
assignment;  that  during  that  time  the  proceeds  of  sales  and 
collections  were  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the 
firm;  that  during  the  two  weeks  immediately  prior  to  the 
assignment  the  firm  paid  some  $400  on  their  debts;  that  no 
misappropriation  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  firm  or 
their  friends ;  that  no  preference  was  given  or  secured ;  that 
the  stock  and  liabilities  of  the  firm  were  substantially  the 
same  as  in  the  spring  of  1896;  that  the  store  had  been  run 
for  years  largely  on  credit ;  that  at  the  time  of  purchasing 
the  goods  in  question  the  firm  expected  to  make  a  loan  suf- 
ficient to  pay  up  their  liabilities,  and  secure  the  same  on 
exempt  property;  that  the  failure  to  make  the  loan  did  not 
transpire  until  about  the  time  of  the  assignment;  that  in 
May,  1896,  after  the  firm  had  received  the  goods  in  question 
and  placed  them  upon  the  shelves,  and  before  making  the 
assignment,  certain  creditors  of  the  firm  threatened  attach- 
ments and  legal  proceedings,  by  which  the  firm  was  induced 
to  make  the  assignment.  No  question  is  made  as  to  the 
regularity  or  validity  of  the  assignment.  We  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  case,  that  at  the  time  of  purchasing  the 
goods  the  firm  was  insolvent  and  unable  to  pay  their  debts 
out  of  their  nonexempt  property,  and  that  the  members  of 
the  firm,  or  some  of  them,  had  reasonable  ground  for  be- 
lieving that  such  was  their  condition.  The  question  recurs 
whether  such  facts  were  sufficient,  in  law,  to  authorize  the 
plaintiff  to  rescind  the  sale  and  reclaim  the  goods. 

This  court  has  held,  in  effect,  that  where  a  person  orders 
goods,  knowing  himself  to  be  insolvent,  without  disclosing 
his  insolvency,  and  with  the  preconceived  purpose  of  not 
paying  for  them,  the  purchase  is  fraudulent,  and  the  vendor, 
upon  discovering  the  fraud,  may  rescind  the  contract  and 
retake  the  goods,  as  against  the  vendee.  Zee  v.  Simmons^  65 
Wis.  526.    The  cases  cited  in  support  of  such  ruling  concede 
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the  law  applicable  to  this  case.  Thus,  in  Nichols  v.  Pinner , 
18  N.  Y.  295,  there  cited,  it  was  expressly  held  that:  "  The 
mere  omission  of  a  purchaser  of  goods  to  disclose  his  insolv- 
ency to  the  vendor  is  not  a  fraud  for  which  the  sale  may  be 
avoided.  When  no  inquiries  are  made  of  the  vendee  on  the 
subject,  and  he  makes  no  false  statements,  nor  resorts  to  any 
artifice  to  mislead  the  vendor,  it  is  not,  in  general,  fraudu- 
lent in  him  to  remain  silent  in  respect  to  his  pecuniary 
condition.  An  honest,  though  abortive,  purpose  to  con- 
tinue business  and  pay  for  the  goods  is  consistent  with  the 
vendee's  knowledge  of  his  own  insolvency;  and  the  pur- 
chase is  not  fraudulent  when  made  with  such  intent,  though 
founded  in  delusion  and  unreasonable  expectations."  Such 
ruling  has  never  been  altered  nor  shaken  in  New  York. 
Morris  v.  TaZcoU,  96  N.  Y.  107;  RothmiOer  v.  Stein,  143  N.  Y. 
594.  The  same  rule  maintains  in  other  states.  MorrilZ  v. 
Blackmcm,  42  Conn.  824;  Illinois  Leather  Co.  v.  Flynn,  108 
Mich.  91 ;  People  <X0  rd.  EUis  v.  Eealy,  128  111.  9, 17.  The 
principles  of  law  thus  quoted  from  18  1!^.  Y.  were  expressly 
sanctioned  by  this  court  in  OarbuU  v.  Bamk  of  Prairie  du 
Chien,  22  Wis.  384,  392 ;  and  the  same  is  conceded  in  Lee  v. 
SimtnonSy  supra,  and  expressly  sanctioned  in  BurchineU  v. 
JBirshj  5  Colo.  App.  500.  The  difficulty  with  the  case  at 
bar  is  that  the  plaintiff  has  failed  to  prove  facts  and  circum- 
stances sufficient,  when  viewed  in  the  most  favorable  light 
for  the  plaintiff,  to  authorize  a  jury  to  find  that  the  firm 
purchased  the  goods  by  any  misrepresentation  or  artifice,  or 
with  any  preconceived  purpose  of  not  paying  for  them. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  record. 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 

Babdeek,  J.,  took  no  part. 
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VoBOFs  and  others,  Eespondents,  vs.  The  Phenix  Insub- 
im  376  ANOE  Company  of  Brooklyn,  New  York,  Appellant 

January  16  —  January  31, 1899, 

Fire  insurance:  Certificate  of  magistrate:  Amendment  and  repeal  of 

,      statutes. 

Under  ch.  105,  Laws  of  1891,  the  insurance  oommissioner  prescribed  a 
form  for  fire  insurance  policies,  to  be  known  as  the  Wisconsin 
standard  policy,  in  which  was  a  clause  requiring  the  insured,  in  case 
of  loss,  to  furnish  a  certificate  of  the  magistrate  or  notary  public 
(not  interested  in  the  claim,  eta)  living  nearest  the  place  of  the 
fire.  Ch.  124,  Laws  of  1893,  provided  that  whenever  a  certificate 
of  a  magistrate  or  notary  should  be  required  under  a  policy  it 
should  be  a  sufficient  compliance  on  the  part  of  the  assured  to  fur- 
nish a  certificate  of  any  magistrate  or  notary  residing  in  the  county, 
not  interested,  eta  Afterwards,  the  act  of  1891  having  been  held 
invalid,  the  legislature  by  ch.  887,  Laws  of  1895,  prescribed  as  the 
Wisconsin  standard  policy  the  form  previously  prescribed  by  the 
insurance  commissioner.  The  act  of  1895  repealed  all  acts  conflict- 
ing therewith,  but  did  not  undertake  to  revise  the  law  on  the  sub- 
ject of  insurance.  Heid,  that  the  act  of  1893  was  not  repealed  or 
modified,  and  that»  notwithstanding  the  standard  policy  required 
a  certificate  from  the  nearest  magistrate  or  notary,  a  certificate 
from  any  magistrate  or  notary  in  the  county  was  sufficient 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Door 
county:  S.  D.  Hastings,  Jr.,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  Mylrea^  Ma/rohetti 
(6  Birdy  and  oral  argument  by  W,  H.  MyJ/rea,  They  argued, 
among  other  things,  that  the  provision  in  the  policy  as  to 
a  certificate  was  valid  and  binding.  Gayon  v.  Dwelling 
House  Ins,  Go,  68  Wis.  510;  KiUips  v,  Puim^m  F,  Ins,  Go, 
28  Wis.  472;  Badger  v.  Glens  Fails  Ins.  Go.  49  Wis.  889; 
Wright  v.  Ea/rtford  F,  Ins,  Go.  36  Wis.  522.  The  standard 
fire  policy  established  by  ch.  387,  Laws  of  1895,  makes  the 
condition  as  to  such  a  certificate  essential,  and  by  implica- 
tion repeals  ch.  124,  Laws  of  1893.    State  v,  Gamj}ieU,  44 
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Wis.  529.     The  court  cannot  avoid  the  plain  requirement  of 
the  statute  by  construction.     Travelers^  Ins,  Go,  v.  Fricke^ 
94  Wis.  258. 
H.  0.  FairchUd^  of  counsel,  for  the  respondents. 

Cassoday,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance 
issued  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  Yorous^  April  20, 
1897,  wherein  and  whereby  it  agreed  to  insure  him  to  the 
amount  of  $750,  for  the  term  of  one  year,  against  all  direct 
loss  or  damage  by  fire,  to  wit,  $600  on  the  one-story  frame 
building  occupied  by  him  as  a  general  store  and  situate  on  the 
premises  described,  and  $150  on  counters,  shelving,  and  safe 
while  therein.  It  was  therein  stipulated  and  agreed  that 
the  loss,  if  any,  on  the  building,  should  be  payable  to  Joannes 
Bros.,  mortgagees,  as  their  interest  might  appear.  The  mem- 
bers of  that  firm  are  plaintiffs  in  this  action.  On  July  7, 
1897,  the  building  and  counters  and  shelving  were  burned 
and  totally  destroyed  by  fire,  and  the  safe  was  also  injured 
to  the  extent  of  $20.  The  complaint  is  in  the  usual  form  in 
such  cases.  The  defendant  answered  by  way  of  admissions 
and  denials  and  counter  allegations,  and,  among  others,  one 
to  the  effect  that  the  plaintiff  Vorovs  had  failed  to  furnish 
a  certificate  of  the  magistrate  or  notary  living  nearest  the 
place  of  the  fire,  as  required  by  the  defendant  and  the  policy. 

The  cause  was  tried  by  the  court,  and  at  the  close  of  the 
trial  it  was  found,  as  matters  of  fact,  in  effect,  that  all  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint  were  true,  and  that  the  plaint- 
iff had  performed  all  the  conditions  of  the  policy,  except 
that  Voroua  had  failed  to  furnish  a  certificate  of  the  magis- 
trate or  notary  public  (not  interested  in  the  claim  as  a  cred- 
itor or  otherwise,  nor  related  to  the  insured)  living  nearest 
the  place  of  the  fire,  stating  that  he  had  examined  the  cir- 
cumstances, and  believed  the  insured  had  honestly  sustained 
loss  to  the  amount  to  be  certified  by  such  magistrate  or 
notary  public ;  that,  in  due  time  after  the  fire,  the  defendant 
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duly  demanded  of  Voroibs  that  he  furnish  the  certificate; 
that  the  magistrate  or  notary  public  living  nearest  the  place 
of  such  fire  was  one  Samuel  Churches,  who  resided  and  had 
his  office  about  eighty  rods  from  the  place  of  the  fire;  that 
the  magistrate  or  notary  public  next  nearest  the  place  of 
fire  was  one  Goodletson,  who  resided  and  had  his  office  in 
the  county  about  four  miles  from  the  place  of  the  fire;  that, 
upon  such  demand  being  made  on  the  plaintiff  Vorovs^  he 
took  immediate  steps  to  procure  such  certificate  of  said 
Churches,  and  for  that  purpose  called  upon  Churches,  and 
requested  him  to  make  such  certificate;  that  Churches, hav- 
ing heard  some  rumors  reflecting  upon  the  honesty  of  the 
loss,  and  having  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  extent  or 
honesty  of  the  same,  and  then  being,  as  the  fact  is  found,  a 
bitter  enemy  of  the  plaintiff  Vorovs^  and  unwilling,  by  reason 
thereof,  to  do  anything  which  would  benefit  or  be  an  ac- 
commodation to  him,  or  to  make  any  investigation  of  the 
facts  concerning  the  loss  to  ascertain  the  truth  thereof,  ar- 
bitrarily and  unjustly  refused  to  make  or  give  his  certificate 
or  to  do  anything  in  the  premises;  that  Churches  then  and 
there  assigned,  as  his  only  reason  for  such  refusal,  the  en- 
mity and  ill  will  aforesaid,  and  his  unwillingness  to  do  aught 
to  accommodate  or  benefit  Yorovsy  and  intended  to  and  did 
induce  the  belief  in  the  minds  of  Vorous  and  his  attorney 
that  such  was  his  only  reason  for  his  refusal;  that,  reason- 
ably relying  on  such  belief,  this  suit  was  brought;  that 
Churches  assigned  no  other  reason  than  as  aforesaid  for  his^ 
refusal  until  he  became  a  witness  in  this  action,  and  testified 
that,  had  he  known  that  the  loss  was  an  honest  loss,  he 
would  not  have  made  such  refusal ;  that  the  plaintiff  Vorov^ 
used  due  diligence  to  procure  from  Churches  his  certificate, 
and,  without  fault  on  his  part,  failed  to  procure  the  same  or 
to  furnish  it  to  the  defendant ;  that  the  plaintiff  Vorous^  hav- 
ing, without  his  fault,  failed  to  procure  or  furnish  the  certifi- 
cate of  Churches,  procured  in  due  season  and  due  form  the 
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certificate  of  Goodletson,  and  delivered  it  to  the  defendant ; 
that  neither  Churches  nor  Goodletson  was  a  relative  or 
creditor  of  the  plaintiff  Voroice^  nor  was  he  interested  in  any 
part  of  the  recovery  under  the  policy;  that  the  certificate 
of  Churches  was  not  waived  by  the  defendant  in  any  man- 
ner (except  as  the  facts  so  found  constitute  such  a  waiver); 
that  the  plaintiflE  VorouSj  by  reason  of  such  fire,  suffered 
loss  and  damage  under  such  policy  in  the  sum  of  $750;  that 
the  loss  and  damage,  by  the  terms  of  the  policy,  became  and 
were  due  and  payable  September  29,  1897,  but  no  part 
thereof  has  ever  been  paid. 

As  conclusions  of  law,  the  court  found  that  the  plaintiff 
Vorous  was  excused  from  procuring  and  delivering  to  the 
defendant  the  certificate  of  Churches;  that  the  production 
and  delivery  to  the  defendant  of  the  certificate  of  Goodlet- 
son was  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  conditions  of  the 
policy ;  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  from  the 
defendant  $750,  with  interest  from  September  29, 1897,  to- 
gether with  their  costs  of  suit;  and  ordered  judgment  accord- 
ingly. 

From  the  judgment  so  entered  thereon  the  defendant 
brings  this  appeal. 

The  only  defense  claimed  by  the  defendant  is  the  failure 
of  the  plaintiffs  to  obtain  the  certificate  of  Churches.  In 
1891  the  legislature  passed  an  act  entitled  "An  act  to  pro- 
vide for  a  uniform  policy  of  fire  insurance,"  etc.  Laws  of 
1891,  ch.  195.  The  first  section  of  the  act  required  the  in- 
surance commissioner  to  prepare  and  file  in  his  office,  on  or 
before  September  1, 1891,  a  printed  form,  in  blank,  of  a  con- 
tract or  policy  of  fire  insurance,  together  with  such  provis- 
ions, agreements,  or  conditions  as  might  be  indorsed  thereon 
or  added  thereto  and  form  a  part  of  such  contract  or  policy ; 
and  such  form,  when  so  filed,  should  be  known  and  desig- 
nated as  the  "  Wisconsin  standard  policy,"  and  to  be  as  near 
as  the  same  could  be  made  applicable  to  the  type  and  form 


80  SUPBEME  COURT  OF  WISOONSm.         [102 

Vorous  and  others  vs.  The  Fhenix  Ins.  Co.  of  Brooklyn,  N.  Y. 

of  the  "  New  York  standard  filre  insurance  policy."  Such 
form  of  policy  was  prepared  and  filed  by  the  insurance  com- 
missioner within  the  time  required.  The  form  of  policy  so 
prepared  and  filed  by  the  commissioner  required  "  a  certifi- 
cate of  the  magistrate  or  notary  public  .  .  .  living  near- 
est the  place  of  the  fire,"  etc.,  as  subsequently  required  by 
ch.  387,  Laws  of  1896  (p.  783).  In  1893  an  act  was  passed 
by  the  legislature  entitled  "  An  act  relating  to  fire  insurance 
policies,"  and  provided  that  "  whenever  any  fire  insurance 
company  under  any  of  the  provisions  of  its  policy  shall  re- 
quire the  assured,  in  case  of  loss  or  damage  by  fire,  to  fur- 
nish a  certificate  or  statement  of  a  magistrate  or  notary 
public  it  shall  be  a  sufficient  compliance  on  the  part  of  the 
assured  to  furnish  a  certificate  or  statement  of  any  magis- 
trate or  notary  public  residing  in  the  county  where  the  fire 
occurs  who  shall  not  be  interested  in  the  claim  or  related  to 
the  assured."  Laws  of  1893,  ch.  124.  The  manifest  purpose 
of  that  act  was  to  provide  that  such  certificate  or  statement 
of  a  magistrate  or  notary  public  residing  in  the  county  where 
the  fire  occurred  should  be  a  sufficient  compliance  with  what 
was  then  generally  supposed  to  be  the  valid  standard  policy 
of  1891,  or  any  other  policy.  In  December,  1893,  this  court 
assumed  that  the  form  of  policy  so  prepared  and  filed  by 
the  insurance  commissioner  was  a  valid  law.  Bourgeois  v. 
]V.  W.  JVat.  Ins.  Co.  86  Wis.  606.  But  subsequently  a  ques- 
tion arose  as  to  the  validity  of  the  form  of  policy  so  pre- 
pared and  filed  by  the  insurance  commissioner  in  1891,  and 
finally  it  was  held  to  be  invalid  by  this  court,  on  the  ground 
that  the  legislature  could  not,  under  the  constitution,  dele- 
gate to  such  commissioner  the  power  to  prescribe  such  form 
of  policy,  which  power  is  vested  exclusively  in  the  legisla- 
ture. DowUng  v.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  92  Wis.  63.  To  obviate 
such  objection  to  the  validity  of  ch.  195,  Laws  of  1891,  the 
legislature,  in  1896,  passed  an  act  entitled  "  An  act  to  pro- 
vide for  a  uniform  policy  of  fire  insurance  to  be  known  as 
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the  Wisconsin  standard  fire  insurance  policy,"  etc.,  wherein 
and  whereby  the  legislature  itself  prescribed  Kform  of  policy. 
That  act  made  no  change  in  the  form  prepared  and  filed  by 
the  insurance  commissioner  in  1891,  but  simply  gave  vitality 
and  force  to  such  form  by  direct  action  of  the  legislature, 
and  thus  continued  the  same  in  force.  True,  that  act  pro- 
vides that  all  acts  and  parts  of  acts  conflicting  therewith 
were  thereby  repealed.  Laws  of  1895,  ch.  387,  sec.  5.  But 
it  is  to  be  remembered  that  the  act  does  not  undertake  to 
revise  the  law  on  the  subject  of  insurance,  but  merely  to 
prescribe  one  form  of  policy,  which  is  to  be  uniform,  and  all 
other  forms  of  fire  insurance  policies,  with  certain  excep- 
tions, are  thereby  forbidden.  Sec.  3.  We  are  constrained 
to  hold  that  it  did  not  repeal,  alter,  or  modify  ch.  124,  Laws 
of  1893.-  We  must  regard  that  chapter,  therefore,  as  still  in 
force.  Under  that  chapter,  the  certificate  in  question  was 
sufficient.  This  is  in  harmony  with  the  ruling  of  the  trial 
court. 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 

Basdebk,  J.,  took  no  part. 


WoRAOHEK,  Respondent,  vs.  The  New  Deitmabk  Mutual 
Home  Fms  Insubanoe  Company,  Appellant. 

January  16 — January  SI,  1899. 

<1)  Fire  insurance:  Waiver  of  condition:  Knowledge  of  existing  facte, 

(2)  Instructions  to  Jury:  Special  verdict, 

1  The  knowledge  or  information  on  the  part  of  the  insurer,  at  the 
time  of  issuing  a  policy,  which  will  operate  as  a  waiver  of  a  con- 
dition therein  must  be  knowledge  of  an  existing  fact  or  condition 
of  things,  and  not  a  mere  statement  by  the  insured  of  an  intention 
to  do  some  act  in  the  future  contrary  to  such  condition  of  the  pol- 
VOL.  103—6 
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icy.  Thus,  the  fact  that  the  agent  of  a  township  mutual  fire  in- 
surance company,  at  the  time  he  wrote  a  policy  covering  household 
goods,  saw  a  portable  engine  near  the  house,  and  was  informed  by 
the  insured  that  it  was  intended  for  use  in  the  future  where  it 
stood,  did  not  constitute  a  waiver  of  a  provision  in  the  policy 
against  the  insurance  of  property  located  within  200  feet  of  any 
steam  power,  at  least  unless  the  engine  was  apparently  permanently 
located  in  its  position  and  so  attached  or  capable  of  attachment 
to  machinery  that  it  would  be  apparent  to  the  agent  that  it  was 
customarily  used  in  that  place. 
2.  An  instruction  which  states  to  the  jury  what  will  be  the  effect  of 
tlieir  answer  to  a  question  submitted  for  special  verdict  is  objec- 
tionable. [Whether  such  an  instruction  would  of  itself  work  a  re- 
versal in  this  case,  not  determined.] 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Brown 
county:  S.  D.  HASTmas,  Jb.,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed, 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  for 
the  loss  of  household  furniture  and  wearing  apparel  of  the 
plaintiff,  which  were  destroyed  by  fire  March  9, 1897.  The 
issuance  of  the  policy  was  not  denied,  nor  was  the  fact  that 
a  fire  occurred  by  which  some  damage  was  done  to  the  prop- 
erty; but  it  was  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  one  of  the 
conditions  of  the  policy  had  been  broken  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  she  had  been  guilty  of  false  and  fraudulent  swear- 
ing in  making  her  proofs  of  loss  as  to  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty destroyed. 

The  action  was  tried  by  jury,  and  it  appeared  upon  the 
trial  that  the  defendant  is  a  mutual  town  insurance  com- 
pany, organized  under  the  laws  of  tfiis  state ;  that  the  plaint- 
iff applied  for  and  received  the  policy  of  insurance  from  the 
defendant  on  the  22d  of  July,  1896,  covering  her  household 
furniture  and  wearing  apparel,  in  the  sum  of  $150,  which 
were  then  situated  in  the  dwelling  house  of  one  George 
"Worachek,  which  policy  ran  for  five  years  from  its  issuance ; 
that  the  property  was  damaged  by  fiLre  on  the  12th  of  March, 
1897;  that  the  policy  contained  the  following  provision: 
"  No  property  of  steam  machinery  or  manufactories  wherein 
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Steam  is  employed  shall  be  insured  in  this  company.  And 
no  property  shall  be  insured  in  this  company  unless  such 
property  is  two  hundred  (200)  feet  apart  from  any  steam 
power  and  any  railroad  track,  except  horses  and  other  live 
stock  in  case  if  killed  or  damaged  by  lightning  at  the  prem- 
ises of  the  assured."  It  further  appeared  that  Joseph  Wora- 
chek, the  plaintiff^s  husband,  acted  as  the  agent  of  the  plaint- 
iff in  procuring  the  insurance,  and  that  ona  Markinson  was 
the  agent  of  the  company  who  examined  the  premises  and 
took  the  application  for  the  insurance ;  that,  at  the  time  the 
application  was  made  to  Markinson,  there  was  standing  upon 
the  premises,  and  within  200  feet  of  the  dwelling  house,  a 
portable  steam  engine;  and  that  in  the  barn  upon  the  prem- 
ises, which  was  also  within  200  feet  of  the  dwelling  house, 
there  was  a  feed  mill.  The  testimony  does  not  clearly  show 
whether  the  engine  was  connected  with  the  mill  by  a  belt 
at  the  time  the  application  was  made,  but  it  is  admitted  by 
all  parties  that  there  was  conversation  about  the  engine  and 
the  feed  mill  at  the  time.  The  plaintiflf's  husband  claims 
that  he  showed  the  agent  both  the  engine  and  the  feed  mill, 
and  told  him  that  they  ground  feed  with  them  right  along 
in  the  fall  of  the  year,  and  sometimes  in  the  summer;  and 
he  also  testified  that  he  and  his  son  George  ground  feed  and 
cut  straw  with  the  engine  all  around  among  the  neighbors, 
and,  in  threshing  time,  threshed  with  the  engine. 

There  was  testimony  tending  to  show  that  the  engine  gen- 
erally stood  in  about  the  same  place  in  the  barn  yard  in 
front  of  the  bam,  and  that  the  belt  was  generally  taken  off 
when  the  feed  mill  was  not  in  operation,  and  that  there  was 
nothing  about  the  position  of  the  engine  when  it  was  not 
operating  that  would  cause  a  passer-by  to  know  that  there 
was  a  mill  operated  by  it.  Markinson  testified  that  he  saw 
the  steam  engine  standing  in  the  yard,  not  in  a  position  to 
be  attached ;  that  he  went  in  the  barn,  and  saw  the  mill  in 
the  bam;  that  Joseph  Worachek  told  him  that  he  went 
around  and  ground  feed  and  cut  straw  for  the  neighbors, 
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but  did  not  say  that  he  used  it  at  his  place  there  for  that 
purpose,  but  that  he  did  say  that  he  was  going  to  use  it 
there ;  that  he  (Markinson)  told  him  that  the  company  would 
not  allow  that,  and  would  cancel  the  policy  if  he  ran  that 
feed  mill  there,  and  that  he  would  have  to  put  it  off  200 
feet  from  the  building;  that  Worachek  then  said  he  would 
not  put  it  there.  There  was  other  proof  tending  to  substan- 
tiate Worachek's  statement  as  to  what  he  told  the  agent. 

A  special  verdict  was  demanded,  and  was  rendered,  as  fol- 
lows :  "  (1)  Did  the  agent  who  took  the  application  for  the 
policy  in  question  know  at  the  time  he  took  such  application 
that  the  plaintiff  had  used  and  intended  to  continue  using  a 
steam  engine  within  two  hundred  (200)  feet  of  the  insured 
property  ?  A.  Yes.  (2)  Did  the  defendant's  agent  inform 
the  plaintiff  that  defendant  would  not  allow  the  plaintiff  to 
use  a  steam  engine  within  two  hundred  (200)  feet  of  the  in- 
sftred  property  ?  A.  No.  (3)  Did  the  plaintiff  knowingly 
make  any  misrepresentations  or  false  statements  in  her  proof 
of  loss  or  examination  before  the  officers  of  the  company  in 
relation  to  the  value,  quantity,  quality,  or  description  of  any 
personal  property  destroyed  or  damaged  by  the  fire  in  ques- 
tion ?  A.  No.  (4)  What  was  the  value  of  the  personal  prop- 
erty belonging  to  the  plaintiff  which  was  destroyed  by  the 
fire  in  question  ?    A.  $125." 

The  plaintiff  remitted  the  sum  of  $5  from  the  amount  of 
the  verdict,  and  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff 
thereon,  with  costs,  and  the  defendant  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Feeney  c&  Atwoodj 
and  oral  argument  by  G.  T.  Atwood. 

For  the  respondent  there,  was  a  brief  by  Cfreene^  Vroman^ 
Fai/rchUdy  North  dk  Parker^  and  oral  argument  by  Charles 
jE  Vrorrum. 

WiNSLOw,  J.  The  policy  in  question  here  is  not  a  stand- 
ard policy,  but  was  issued  by  a  township  mutual  insurance 
company,  and  hence  the  pro\asions  of  law  which  govern  the 
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standard  policy  do  not  apply  to  the  present  case.    Stats.  1898, 
sec.  1941—64. 

1.  The  first  question  of  the  special  verdict*  asks  the  jury 
whether  the  soliciting  agent  knew  when  he  took  the  appli- 
cation that  the  plaintiff  had  used,  and  intended  to  continue 
using,  a  steam  engine  within  200  feet  of  the  insured  prop- 
erty. In  submitting  the  question,  the  court  charged  the  jury 
as  follows:  "  Now,  the  only  testimony  bearing  upon  that  is 
that  of  the  agent  and  of  the  plaintiff's  husband  who  was 
present  at  the  time  this  application  wal  made.  They  both 
agree  that  Mr.  Worachek,  the  plaintiff's  husband,  told  the 
agent  that  he  had  used  that  machinery  there,  and  that  it 
was  his  intention  and  purpose,  or  of  the  owners  of  the  prop- 
erty, to  continue  using  it.  I  think,  so  far  as  that  question 
is  concerned,  there  really  can  be  no  controversy."  This 
charge  was  certainly  erroneous  where  it  says  that  the  insur- 
ance agent  and  the  plaintiff's  husband  both  agree  that  the 
plaintiff's  husband  told  the  agent  that  he  had  used  the 
machinery  there,  because  the  evidence  of  the  two  witnesses 
named  is  directly  in  conflict  on  this  proposition.  They  do 
agree,  in  substance,  that  plaintiff's  husband  told  the  agent 
that  they  intended  to  use  it  in  the  future,  but  this  is  the  ex- 
tent to  which  they  agree.  So,  here,  manifestly,  is  an  incor- 
rect statement  of  fact  in  the  charge.  It  was  duly  excepted 
to,  and,  if  it  relates  to  a  material  question  in  the  case,  then 
it  must  constitute  prejudicial  error. 

The  purpose  of  the  proof  upon  the  subject  of  the  agent's 
knowledge  of  the  engine  and  its  location  within  200  feet  of 
the  house  was  evidently  to  bring  the  case  within  the  rule 
that  if  an  insurer,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  existence  of 
a  fact  or  a  condition  of  things  which  is  contrary  to  some 
provision  of  the  policy,  nevertheless  executes  and  delivers 
the  policy,  he  will  be  held  to  have  waived  the  condition, 
or  estopped  from  asserting  it.  SckuUz  v,  Caledonia  Ins. 
Co.  94  Wis.  42;  Johnston  v.  N.    W.  L.  S.  Ins.  Co.  94  Wis. 
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117-121,  and  cases  cited.  This  rule  has  been  most  frequently 
applied  in  cases  where  the  agent  was  informed  of  incum- 
brances, or  that  the  title  was  not  absolute ;  but  there  is  no 
good  reason  for  holding  that  it  would  not  be  equally  appli- 
cable in  a  case  where  he  knew  when  he  took  the  application 
that  steam  machinery  or  inflammable  articles  were  custom- 
arily used  in  or  about  a  building,  in  violation  of  a  condition 
of  the  policy.  Peoria  M,  &  F.  Ina.  Co.  v,  HaU^  12  Mich. 
202;  Wright  v.  Rar^ford  F.  Ina.  Co.,  36  Wis.  522.  But  it  is 
almost  universally  held  that  the  knowledge  or  information 
which  will  thus  operate  must  be  knowledge  of  an  existing 
fact  or  condition  of  things,  and  not  a  mere  statement  by  the 
insured  of  an  intention  to  do  some  act  in  the  future  con- 
trary to  the  conditions  of  the  policy.  Ostrander,  Fire  Ins. 
§  350.  Such  latter  statement  may  or  may  not  be  carried 
out,  and  it  manifestly  stands  on  a  different  basis  from  a  fact 
or  condition  existing  to  the  knowledge  of  the  insurer  when 
the  policy  was  issued. 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  present  case,  it  will  be 
readily  seen  that  it  was  not  sufficient  to  create  an  estoppel 
or  waiver  of  the  condition  against  steam  machinery  that 
the  agent  saw  a  portable  engine  in  the  farmyard.  Such 
sights  are  frequent  and  do  not  necessarily  mean  that  it  has 
been  or  is  to  be  used  where  it  stands.  Nor  was  it  sufficient 
for  the  insured  to  state  that  he  intended  to  use  the  engine 
at  some  time  in  that  place.  This  latter  would  be  but  a  mere 
statement  of  future  intention,  and  not  information  of  an  ex- 
isting fact  or  condition.  So,  it  is  clear  that  a  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  cannot  stand  upon  the  mere  finding  that  Wora- 
chek told  the  agent  that  they  intended  to  use  the  engine 
where  it  stood,  at  some  time  in  the  future.  It  may  well  be 
that  if  the  engine  was  apparently  permanently  located  in 
its  position  and  so  attached  or  capable  of  attachment  to  the 
feed  mill  that  it  would  be  apparent  to  the  agent  that  it  was 
customarily  used  in  that  place,  and  so  had  become  really  a 
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condition  in  which  the  premises  had  been  and  were  expected 
and  intended  to  remain  for  a  considerable  part  of  the  time 
(especially  if  the  agent  were  also  informed  of  such  facts  by 
the  parties),  such  facts  would  constitute  knowledge  of  a  fact, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  which  would  estop  the  in- 
surance company  from  setting  up  the  condition  against  the 
use  of  steam  machinery.  Such  facts  do  not  appear  in  the 
verdict  in  this  case,  nor  can  we  say  that  the  evidence  con- 
clusively establishes  them. 

2.  The  circuit  judge  charged  the  jury  with  regard  to  the 
third  question  of  the  special  verdict,  as  follows:  "Both  the 
terms  of  the  contract  policy  in  question  and  the  law  require 
that  in  case  of  loss  there  should  be  entire  honest  dealing 
between  the  parties,  and  that  the  party  who  has  sustained 
a  loss  shall  not  knowingly  make  any  misrepresentation  or 
false  statement  relative  to  the  loss,  in  the  proof  of  loss  or 
in  any  examination  which  they  may  be  submitted  to  by  the 
company;  and  in  this  cape  it  appears  there  was  such  an  ex- 
amination, and,  if  the  parties  did  knowingly  make  any  such 
misrepresentations  or  statement,  it  is  part  of  their  contract 
between  them,  as  well  as  the  law  of  the  land,  that  it  shall 
forfeit  all  rights  under  the  policy."  To  the  latter  part  of 
this  instruction,  exception  is  taken,  because  it  states  to  the 
jury  what  the  effect  of  their  answer  will  be  upon  the  plaint- 
iff's right  to  recover.  There  is  ground  for  the  objection, 
and  doubtless  the  instruction  will  not  be  repeated  upon  an- 
other trial,  but,  as  the  case  must  be  reversed  upon  the  first 
ground  stated,  it  does  not  become  necessary  to  decide  whether 
this  point  alone  would  necessitate  reversal. 

By  the  Cowrt. —  Judgment  reversed,  and  action  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 

Baiu^ek,  J.,  took  no  part. 
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WoBAOHEK,  Respondent,  vs.  The  New  Denmabk  Mutuai. 
Home  Fike  Insurance  Company,  Appellant. 

January  16 — January  SI,  1899. 

Fire  insurance:  Indivisible  contract:  Forfeiture  of  entire  claim  by  false 

swearing  as  to  part 

1.  A  policy  of  insurance  on  a  building  and  contents,  the  premium  being 

distributed  part  to  each  species  of  property,  is  a  single,  indivisible 
contract,  and  under  a  general  forfeiture  clause  in  the  policy,  if  one 
part  of  the  risk  be  affected,  the  entire  risk  is  affected.  What  bars 
a  remedy  on  the  policy  as  to  one  part  of  the  property,  bars  the  rem- 
edy as  to  all. 

2.  If  a  policy  of  insurance  cover  a  building  and  contents,  and  the  en- 

tire property  be  destroyed  by  fire,  and  the  policy  contain  a  clause 
forfeiting  all  claims  thereunder  and  barring  all  remedies  thereon 
in  case  of  any  false  swearing  in  regard  to  the  loss,  and  there  be 
such  false  swearing,  which  does,  or  is  liable  to,  prejudice  the  in- 
surance company  as  to  any  part  of  the  property  destroyed,  the 
effect  is  to  forfeit  the  entire  loss. 
[Syllabus  by  Marshall^  J.] 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Brown 
county:  S.  D.  Hastings,  Jb.,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

Action  to  recover  on  a  fire  insurance  policy.  The  sub- 
ject of  the  insurance  was  a  dwelling  house  and  the  ordinary 
personal  property  of  the  occupant.  The  complaint  stated 
facts  requisite  to  a  recovery.  The  answer,  among  other 
things,  claimed  a  forfeiture  of  all  liability  on  the  contract 
of  insurance  because  of  acts  of  the  assured  and  a  clause  of 
the  policy  which  reads  as  follows:  "Any  misrepresentation 
or  fraud  or  concealment  or  false  swearing,  by  the  insured,  in 
relation  to  any  insurance,  or  the  cause  of  any  loss  or  dam- 
age to  any  insured  property,  or  the  quality,  quantity,  de- 
scription or  value  of  any  property  destroyed  or  damaged  by 
fire,  shall  forfeit  all  claim  by  virtue  of  the  policy  and  be  a 
full  bar  to  all  remedies  upon  the  same."  It  was  alleged  that 
the  assured  knowingly  made  a  false  statement  under  oath 
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as  to  the  amount  of  personal  property  destroyed  by  the  fire, 
with  intent  to  defraud  the  insurance  company.  The  jury 
found  in  defendant's  favor  on  that  point.  As  to  the  actual 
loss  there  was  no  dispute  on  the  evidence.  The  loss  on  the 
building  was  total.  A  motion  was  made  for  judgment  in 
defendant's  favor  and  denied.  Judgment  was  rendered  for 
plaintiff  for  the  loss  on  the  house,  but  denied  as  to  the  loss 
on  the  personal  property.    Defendant  appealed. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Feeney  <&  Atwoodj 
and  oral  argument  by  G.  T.  Atwood.  They  argued,  among 
other  things,  that  fraudulent  representations  as  to  the  value 
or  quality  of  personal  property  in  a  policy  also  covering  real 
property  will  work  a  forfeiture  as  to  the  whole  policy  and 
defeat  the  right  of  the  insured  to  recover  anything  upon 
the  real  property  included  in  such  policy,  though  the  loss  of 
real  property  be  total.  OshJcosh  P.  cfe  P,  Co.  v.  Mercantile 
Im.  Co.  31  Fed.  Eep.  200 ;  Moore  v.  YirgvnAa  F.  dk  M.  Ins. 
Co.  28  Grat.  508,  26  Am.  Eep.  373. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Oreene^  Yromany 
FairckUd^  North  &  Parker^  and  oral  argument  by  Charles 
E.  Vroman.  They  contended,  inter  alia^  that  the  operation 
of  the  valued  policy  law  in  this  state  makes  the  contract 
divisible.  Stats.  1898,  sec.  1943 ;  Beilly  v.  FranMin  Ins.  Co. 
43  Wis.  449.  Under  this  statute  it  has  been  uniformly  held 
that  false  swearing  concerning  the  amount  of  the  loss  will 
not  defeat  the  right  of  the  assured  to  recover  the  face  of 
the  policy,  where  the  building  is  totally  destroyed,  since 
the  amount  of  the  loss  is  conclusively  fixed  by  the  statute. 
Cayon  v.  D.  H.  Ins.  Co.  68  "Wis.  510,  515;  Bam,messel  v. 
Brewers^  F.  Ins.  Co.  43  Wis.  463.  If  fraudulent  statements 
concerning  the  value  of  the  luiZding  itself  will  not  avoid  the 
insurance  on  the  building,  how  can  fraudulent  statements 
as  to  something  else  invalidate  it  ?  To  constitute  a  fraud  ap- 
preciable in  law  the  false  statement  or  fraud  must  be  mate- 
rial  and  must  operate  injuriously  to  the  party  complaining. 
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McDonald  v.  Daniels,  58  Wis.  426;  Castleman  v.  Griffin,  13 
Wis.  535;  Barber  v.  KHhoum,  16  Wis.  485;  Foster  v.  Tag- 
gart,  54  Wis.  391.  In  the  instant  case  the  fraud  charged  is 
not  material  to  the  loss  on  the  building,  nor  did  it  cause 
any  loss  or  damage  to  the  defendant  company.  It  occurred 
after  the  fire  and  after  the  liability  of  tJie  defendant  for  the 
insura/nce  on  the  huilding  had  become  fixed  and  absolute.  Such 
fraud  is  no  more  material  or  actionable  than  is  the  fraud  in- 
volved in  a  conversance  of  exempt  property  with  intent  to 
defraud  creditors.  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  the  same  in  both 
cases.  Torrey  C.  Co,  v.  Evl,  95  Wis.  615 ;  Bozeh  v.  Redzimki, 
8T  Wis.  525 ;  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Fowler,  93  Wis.  241 ;  Sha/w- 
ano  Bank  v,  Koeppen,  T8  Wis.  533;  AUen  v.  Perry,  56  Wis. 
178;  Sibien  v.  Soyer,  33  Wis.  319. 

Marshall,  J.  The  sole  question  for  decision  on  this  ap- 
peal is.  Where  a  policy  of  insurance  against  loss  by  fire  cov- 
-ers  a  building  and  personal  property  located  therein,  the 
premium  being  distributed  part  to  the  realty  and  part  to  the 
personalty,  and  the  building  is  totally  destroyed  by  fire  and 
the  personal  property  injured  or  destroyed  as  well,  and  the 
policy  provides  that  any  false  swearing  by  the  insured  in 
relation  to  the  quantity,  quality,  description,  or  value  of  the 
property  destroyed  or  damaged  shall  forfeit  all  claim  under 
such  policy  and  bar  all  remedies  thereon,  and  there  is  such 
false  ^swearing  as  to  the  personalty,  can  the  assured  never- 
theless recover  as  to  the  realty?  The  learned  trial  court  de- 
<5ided  that  in  the  aflBlrmative  on  the  strength,  evidently,  of 
Loomis  V,  Bockford  Ins.  Co.  77  Wis.  87.  There  the  court 
held  that  a  change  in  the  title  to  one  of  several  buildings, 
covered  by  an  insurance  policy,  such  buildings  being' situated 
some  distance  from  each  other,  does  not  render  the  policy 
void  as  to  the  other  buildings  because  of  a  clause  in  the  pol- 
icy to  the  effect  that  any  change  of  the  title  to  the  insured 
property  without  consent  of  the  company  shall  render  the 
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policy  void.  Following  decisions  elsewhere,  and  construing 
the  language  of  the  policy  strictly  against  the  insurance 
company,  a  conclusion  was  satisfactorily  reached  that  it  was 
within  th6  reasonable  meaning  of  the  language  of  the  policy 
to  say  that  the  contract  of  insurance  was  divisible  according 
to  the  distinct  risks  covered  by  it.  The  court,  however,  did 
not  go  so  far  as  to  hold  that  a  building  and  its  contents  could 
be  considered  distinct  risks.  On  the  contrary,  the  decision 
was  expressly  limited  to  cases  where  the  property  insured  is 
so  located  that  the  risks  assumed  are  separate  and  distinct, 
the  situation  being  such  that  the  destruction  of  one  portion 
of  the  property  will  not  be  liable  to  injure  or  destroy  the 
other.  The  previous  decisions  of  this  court,  Hinmcm  v.  Hart- 
ford F.  Ins.  Co.  36  Wis.  159,  and  Schumitsch  v.  Am,  Ins, 
Co,  48  Wis.  26,  to  the  effect  that  insurance  on  a  building  and 
its  contents  is  indivisible,  were  expressly  approved.  The 
subject  was  again  referred  to  in  Bwrr  v.  German  Ins.  Co,  84: 
Wis.  76,  and  again  in  Carey  v,  Oermam,  Am,  Ins,  Co,  84  Wis. 
80,  the  court  saying  that  insurance  on  a  building  and  con- 
tents, with  the  risk  distributed  to  the  different  species  of 
property,  is  a  single  indivisible  contract,  and,  under  a  gen- 
eral forfeiture  clause,  a  circumstance  barring  a  recovery  for 
a  loss  on  part  of  the  property  will  bar  a  recovery  for  any. 
These  decisions  are  decisive  of  the  question  raised  here,  and 
are  in  accordance  with  numerous  authorities  elsewhere,  none 
of  which  need  be  referred  to,  as  the  cases  in  our  own  court 
are  amply  clear  and  all  one  way. 

The  fact  that  false  swearing  as  to  a  building  totally  de- 
stroyed is  not  prejudicial  to  the  insurance  company,  and  so 
does  not  work  a  forfeiture  under  the  rule  stated  in  F.  Doh- 
Toen,  Co.  -y.  Mam^ufa^urers^  cfe  B.  F,  Ins.  Co.  96  Wis.  57,  to 
the  effect  that  false  swearing  must  be  such  as  will  be  liable 
to  work  an  injury  to  the  insurance  company,  in  order  to 
make  the  contract  for  forfeiture  operative,  does  not  apply 
here.     It  is  not  necessary  that  injury  by  false  swearing  act- 
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ually  take  place.  It  is  sufficient  if  there  be  false  swearing 
to  the  actual  prejudice  of  the  insurance  company,  or  which 
is  liable  to  work  that  way!  The  contract  of  insurance  being 
single,  if  any  part  of  it  is  such  that  false  swearing  in  refer- 
ence to  it  would  be  liable  to  injure  the  company,  and  there 
be  such,  according  to  the  plain  language  of  the  contract 
under  consideration  all  claims  by  virtue  of  it  are  forfeited 
and  all  remedies  upon  it  barred.  The  court  cannot,  by  ju- 
dicial construction,  work  any  exception  into  such  plain  lan- 
guage. 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions  to  render 
judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Babdben,  J.,  took  no  part. 
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Nauman,  Respondent,  vs.  Ullman,  Appellant. 

January  17 — January  SI,  1899, 
Sale  of  chattels:  Warranty:  Waiver:^  Parol  evidence:  Special  verdict 

1.  One  buying  an  article  upon  an  express  warranty  maj  sue  for  any 
damages  resulting  from  a  breach  without  returning  or  offering  to 
return  such  article. 

2w  Plaintiff  bought  a  horse  from  the  defendant  upon  an  express  war- 
ranty that  it  was  well  and  sound  except  for  a  cold,  and,  paying 
part  of  the  price,  gave  a  three-days  note  for  the  balance,  which 
provided  that  the  ownership  and  possession  should  not  pass  from 
the  vendor  imtil  the  note  was  paid.  Plaintiff  received  the  horse, 
and  paid  the  note  when  due,  but  without  knowledge  that  the  dis- 
ease of  the  horse  was  other  than  a  cold,  and  after  its  death  brought 
suit  upon  the  express  warranty.  Held,  that  there  had  been  no 
waiver  of  the  warranty. 

&  The  signing  of  such  note  was  not  a  reduction  of  the  contract  to 
writing,  which  would  render  parol  evidence  of  the  warranty,  in- 
admissible, since  the  note  did  not  in  terms  purport  to  state  the 
whole  contract  but  was  merely  a  docimient  in  execution  of  a  part 
thereof. 
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4  A  question  for  a  speoial  verdiot,  '*  Did  the  defendant  sell  and  the 
plaintiff  buy  said  horse  for  a  sick  horse,  the  plaintiff  taking  his 
chance?  "  was  not  objectionable  as  being  compound,  it  being  con- 
ceded that  plaintiff  purchased  the  horse  knowing  it  was  sick  but 
supposing  it  to  be  sick  only  with  a  cold,  and  the  material  part  of 
the  question  being  merely  whether  or  not  he  agreed  to  assume  the 
risk  of  such  sickness  as  the  horse  might  have. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Door 
<50unty:  S;  D.  Hastings,  Jr.,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

The  plaintiff  purchased  from  the  defendant  a  horse  for 
$90,  which  was  warranted  to  be  well  and  sound  except  for 
a  cold.  On  the  completion  of  the  negotiation,  plaintiff  paid 
$40  down,  and,  having  left  at  home  a  certificate  of  deposit 
for  $50,  was  unable  to  pay  the  balance  then,  whereupon  a 
note  was  prepared  by  the  defendant  and  signed  by  the 
plaintiff  for  $50,  payable  three  days  afterwards,  providing 
that  the  sale  of  the  horse  was  upon  condition  that  owner- 
ship and  possession  should  not  pass  from  the  defendant  until 
the  note  was  paid,  and  that  the  defendant  had  power  to  de- 
clare the  note  due,  take  possession  of  the  horse,  and  sell  the 
same  at  public  or  private  sale,  upon  five  days'  notice,  at  any 
time  he  might  deem  himself  insecure.  Thereupon  the  plaint- 
iff took  the  horse  to  his  home,  at  Egg  Harbor,  about  twenty 
milea  from  Sturgeon  Bay,  the  place  of  purchase.  The  fol- 
lowing day  (Sunday)  she  was  worse,  and  on  Monday  and 
Tuesday  a  neighbor  was  called  in,  who  unsuccessfully  at- 
tempted treatment,  without  discovering  that  her  trouble 
was  otherwise  than  a  cold.  Late  Tuesday  night  a  veteri- 
nary surgeon  was  called,  and  treated  the  horse,  which,  how- 
ever, died  on  Wednesday,  of  a  disease  then  found  to  be 
puerpy/ra  hemorrhagic^  a  kind  of  blood  poisoning,  which  the 
evidence  tended  to  show  must  have  existed  before  the  date 
of  the  purchase.  On  Tuesday,  the  day  the  note  was  due,  the 
plaintiff  sent  his  certificate  of  deposit  to  the  bank  at  Egg 
Harbor,  to  pay  the  note  above  mentioned.  Plaintiff  brought 
suit  for  damages  for  breach  of  warranty. 
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X  special  verdict  was  taken,  which  found  (1)  the  sale  of 
the  horse  for  $90;  (2)  the  giving  of  the  note;  (3)  that  plaint- 
iff paid  said  note  after  he  ascertained  that  the  horse  was 
very  sick,  and  after  he  called  a  veterinary  surgeon  to  treat 
him;  (4)  that  the  defendant  did  not  sell  and  the  plaintiff  did 
not  buy  said  horse  for  a  sick  horse,  the  plaintiff  .offering 
to  take  his  chance;  (5)  that  the  defendant  warranted  the 
horse  to  be  sound  and  well,  except  that  she  was  sick  with  a 
cold ;  (6)  that  the  horse  was  not  sound  and  well,  except  sick 
with  a  cold,  at  the  time  the  warranty  was  made;  (7)  that 
the  horse  was  of  no  value ;  (8)  that  had  she  been  sound  and 
well,  except  sick  with  a  cold,  she  would  have  been  worth 
S135.  The  first,  second,  third,  and  eighth  questions  were 
answered  by  the  court.  Defendant  moved  for  judgment 
on  the  verdict,  and  also  moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and 
for  a  new  trial,  both  of  which  motions  were  overruled,  and 
judgment  entered  for  $135  and  costs;  the  court  holding,  in 
the  order  denying  the  motion  for  judgment,  that  the  evi- 
dence did  not  show  that  the  plaintiff,  while  knowing  the 
horse  to  be  sick  at  the  time  of  paying  the  note,  had  any 
knowledge  that  such  sickness  was  other  than  a  cold.  From 
the  judgment  so  entered  the  defendant  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Easimum  <&  Mar- 
tlneauy  and  oral  argument  by  P.  H,  Martineau.  They  ar- 
gued, among  other  things,  that  the  sale  was  a  conditional 
sale,  and  the  plaintiff,  by  accepting  and  paying  for  the  horse 
after  he  knew  of  its  sickness,  waived  the  defect,  even  if  cov- 
ered by  a  warranty.  Wadleigh  v.  Buckmgham^  80  Wis.  230, 
236;  Brigg%  v.  McEwen^  77  Iowa,  303;  Benj.  Sales,  §  334; 
21  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  633;  Thayer  v.  D<wiSy^& 
Wis;  205-208;  C.  AvZtman  <&  Co.  v.  SUha,  85  Wis.  364;  W,  W. 
KimhaU  Co.  v,  Mellon^  80  Wis.  144;  Locke  'o,  WHlia/mson^ 
40  Wis.  377;  OUon  v.  Mayer,  56  Wis.  551;  JTeOer  v.  Ober- 
retch,  67  Wis.  282 ;  McClure  v.  Jefferson,  85  Wis.  208 ;  Thomp- 
son V.  Libhy,  36  Minn.  287;  Benson  v.  Monroe,  7  Cush.  125; 
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Harrison  t),  MUwauTtee^  49  Wis.  252.  The  note  given  was 
a  formal  written  agreement  of  sale,  and  no  oral  warranty 
could  be  shown.  Milwaukee  B.  Co.  v.  Duncam,^  87  Wis.  120; 
McQvraid  v.  Roas^  77  Wis.  470. 

Y.  V.  Dreutzer^  for  the  respondent. 

Dodge,  J.  1.  The  first,  second,  and  eighth  assignments 
of  error  raise  generally  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of 
the  evidence  to  support  the  verdict.  The  defendant  con- 
tends that  by  the  terms  of  the  note  the  sale  was  conditional 
and  executory;  that  payment  of  the  same  constituted  an  ac- 
ceptance of  the  horse  and  a  waiver  of  the  brea<;h  of  the 
warranty,  which  breach,  he  contends,  the  answer  to  the 
third  question  finds  was  then  known  to  plaintiff. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the  giving  of  the  note 
in  question  transposed  the  transaction  into  an  executory 
sale,  so  that,  as  defendant  claims,  the  acceptance  of  the 
horse  did  not  occur  until  the  payment  of  the  note;  for, 
even  if  defendant's  full  contention  on  that  point  be  con- 
ceded, it  does  not  appear  that  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  such 
payment,  had  knowledge  of  the  defect  or  unsoundness  which 
constituted  the  breach  of  express  warranty,  which  defect, 
according  to  all  the  evidence,  was  not  patent  and  obvious. 
True,  it  is  found  by  the  special  verdict,  in  answer  to  the 
third  question,  that  plaintiff  did  know  that  the  horse  was 
very  sick,  but  that  question  was  put  and  answered  by  the 
court,  and  the  appellant  has  brought  up  the  court's  own 
construction  thereof,  namely,  that  such  knowledge  was  only 
of  sickness  consistent  with  a  cold,  and  that  neither  the  evi- 
dence nor  said  special  verdict  shows  any  knowledge  of  the 
existence  of  any  other  disease  or  unsoundness.  We  must 
presume,  unless  the  contrary  clearly  appears,  that  the  trial 
court  correctly  understood  and  construed  his  own  acts.  We 
also  think  the  court  was  right  in  concluding  there  was 
not  evidence  to  support  a  finding  that  the  plaintiff  knew  of 
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any  unsoundness,  other  than  a  cold,  when  he  paid  the  note. 
In  that  view,  there  is  nothing  to  constitute  a  waiver  of  the 
warranty,  and  the  case  falls  clearly  within  the  rule  that  one 
buying  an  article  upon  an  express  warranty  may  sue  for 
any  damages  resulting  from  a  breach  without  returning  or 
offering  to  return  such  article.  BonneU  v.  Jacobs^  36  Wis. 
59;  Morehouse  v,  Comstock,  42  Wis.  630;  Warder  v.  Fisher^ 
48  Wis.  338;  Buffalo  B.  W.  Co.  v.  Phmips,  67  Wis.  129. 

2.  The  third  and  fifth  assignments  of  error  present  an  ob- 
jection to  the  fourth  question  of  the  special  verdict:  "  Did 
the  defendant  sell  and  the  plaintiff  buy  said  horse  for  a  sick 
horse,  the  plaintiff  taking  his  chance  ?  '*  This  is  objected  to 
as  compound,  and  it  is  claimed  that  the  first  part  of  the  ques- 
tion could  not  have  been  answered  otherwise  than  "  Yes." 
This  contention  is  probably  correct,  but  serves  as  an  answer 
to  the  objection  to  the  question;  for  conceding,  as  all  the  evi- 
dence shows,  that  the  plaintiff  purchased  the  horse  knowing 
it  was  sick,  but  supposing  it  to  be  sick  only  with  a  cold,  the 
material  part  of  the  question  was  whether  he  agreed  to  as- 
sume the  risk  of  such  sickness  as  the  horse  might  have.  The 
question  is  therefore  single,  and  a  negative  answer  thereto 
by  the  jury  necessarily  disposes  of  the  contention  on  that 
branch  of  the  case  against  the  defendant. 

3.  The  fourth  assignment  of  error  raises  only  the  question 
whether  there  was  any  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  the 
making  of  a  warranty  that  the  horse  was  sound  and  well, 
except  for  a  cold.  There  is  abundant  evidence  at  least  tend- 
ing to  prove  that  there  was  such  oral  warranty.  The  de- 
fendant contends,  however,  under  both  the  fourth  and  the 
seventh  assignments  of  error,  that  the  signing  of  the  note 
above  referred  to  was  a  reduction  of  the  contract  to  writing, 
50  that  any  evidence  of  a  parol  warranty  was  inadmissible. 
This  contention  cannot  be  sustained,  for  it  is  obvious  that 
the  note  does  not  in  terms  purport  to  state  the  whole  con- 
tract, and  the  evidence  of  the  transaction  makes  still  clearer 
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the  fact  that  it  does  not.  It  was  only  a  method  of  evidenc- 
ing a  promise  to  pay  a  portion  of  the  purchase  price,  and  to 
secure  the  same.  It  was  a  document  in  execution  of  a  part 
of  the  contract  in  fact  made,  instead  of  one  purporting  to 
declare  the  terms  of  the  contract.  Such  writing  does  not 
exclude  proof  of  a  parol  warranty.  Sdhn  v.  DoolitUe,  18 
Wis.  196;  Bed  Wing  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Moe,  62  Wis.  240;  Srrdth 
V.  Golerrumy  77  Wis.  343. 

We  discover  no  error  in  the  record. 

By  ike  Court. —  Judgment  affirmed. 


Eabdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 


Ckowns  vs.  Fobest  Land  Company.    . 

November  4, 1898 — February  £1, 1899. 
Belief  against  judgment:  Bill  of  review:  Leave  of  court 

* 

1.  The  Code  was  intended  to  be  a  complete  system  in  itself,  and  a  com- 
plete substitute  for  the  old  forms  of  action  and  methods  of  prac- 
tice. Under  it  the  old  bill  of  review  does  not  exist,  but  relief 
against  a  judgment  obtained  against  a  party  through  his  mistake, 
inadvertence,  surprise,  or  excusable  neglect  may  be  granted  on 
motion  within  one  year  after  notice,  or  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
may  be  made  on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence  at  any 
time  within  one  year  after  verdict  or  finding;  but  if  the  discovery 
is  not  made  within  the  year,  there  is  no  remedy  unless  the  facts 
discovered  show  fraud  or  coUusion,  in  which  case  relief  may  be  ob- 
tained in  a  direct  action. 

2l  No  leave  of  court  is  necessary  before  commencing  such  an  action. 

Motion  for  leave  to  file  a  bill  of  review.    Denied. 

In  1880,  one  Otto  D.  Bjorquist  conveyed  a  tract  of  land 

to  defendant,  and  took  back  a  mortgage  for  $16,000,  which 

was  afterwards  assigned  to  plaintiiHf.    The  mortgage  was 

foreclosed,  the  property  sold,  and  a  judgment  for  deficiency 
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entered  against  defendant.  An  appeal  from  both  judgments 
was  taken  to  this  court  by  the  defendant,  and  the  judgments 
were  aiiirmed.  [99  "Wis.  103.]  While  these  appeals  were 
pending,  the  defendant  made  a  motion  in  the  superior  court 
for  leave  to  amend  its  answer,  and  set  up  new  matters  in 
the  nature  of  a  cross  bill,  bringing  in  new  parties.  After 
the  judgments  had  been  affirmed  in  this  court,  and  the  re- 
mittitur had  been  filed  in  the  superior  court,  that  court 
made  an  order  vacating  such  judgments  conditionally,  and 
permitting  such  defense  to  be  made.  Upon  appeal  to  this 
court,  this  order  was  reversed.  [100  Wis.  554.]  After  the 
judgment  of  deficiency  had  been  rendered,  the  plaintiff  com- 
menced a  creditor's  action,  based  thereon,  against  the  de- 
fendant and  its  stockholders.  While  this  action  was  pending, 
defendant  claimed  to  have  discovered  facts  with  relation  to 
the  original  transaction  which  rendered  it  fraudulent,  and 
thereupon  obtained  leave  from  the  superior  court  to  set  up 
the  facts  in  the  creditor's  action  and  bring  ip.  new  parties 
thereto.    This  action  is  now  pending. 

On  November  9,  1898,  the  defendant  filed  a  petition  in 
this  court,  setting  out  the  facts  as  above  stated,  and  alleg- 
ing the  facts  at  length  upon  which  it  relies  to  show  that  the 
transactions  with  Bjorquist,  and  the  judgments  mentioned, 
are  fraudulent  and  inequitable.  It  asks  an  order  of  this 
court  granting  leave  to  prosecute  its  cross  bill  or  complaint 
in  the  creditors'  action,  or  for  leave  to  bring  an  action  in 
equity  against  the  parties,  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review, 
to  set  aside  the  judgments  heretofore  mentioned. 

For  the  motion  there  was  a  brief  by  ITath.  Perdes  dk  Sans 
and  Edwin  S.  Mac\  and  oral  argument  by  O.  F.  Hmvter. 
They  argued  that  a  bill  of  review  might  be  brought  upon 
discovery  of  new  facts  which  would  change  the  merits  of 
the  claim,  leave  of  court  being  first  obtained.  Story,  Eq. 
PI.  §§  41^-415;  Daniell,Ch.  Pr.  1577,1578;  Freeman,  Judg- 
ments, §  485;  Stowell  v.  EMred^  26  Wis.  504;  Barber  v. 


Wis.]  JANUAET  TERM,  1899.  99 

Crowns  va  Forest  Land  Ckx 

RuJceys&r^  39  Wis.  590 ;  HUea  v.  Mosherj  44  Wis.  601 ;  NevU 
V.  aiford,  55  Wis.  161, 163, 169;  Jlooper  v.  Smith,  74  Wis. 
530;  Ketchum  v.  Breed,  66  Wis.  85,  97,  99. 
W.  J.  Tva^ner,  contra. 

Babdeen,  J.  The  relief  sought  on  this  motion  opens  an 
inviting  field.  It  is  a  singular  circumstance  that,  after 
nearly  a  half  century  of  practice  under  the  Code,  the  ques- 
tion of  practice  here  presented  should  have  been  left  open 
and  undetermined.  True  it  is  that,  under  some  of  the  earlier 
decisions  of  the  court,  language  has  been  used  that  would 
seem  to  just-ify  the  idea  that  the  bill  of  review  of  the  old 
practice  is  still  a  proper  remedy  under  the  Code.  But  when 
we  come  to  consider  the  object  and  purpose  of  the  new  sys- 
tem; when  we  keep  in  view  the  fact  that  the  new  order  was 
intended  as  a  complete  substitnte-f or  the  old ;  that  the  arti- 
ficial foundation  of  the  old  system  has  been  swept  away, 
the  incongruity  of  the  idea  becomes  manifest.  A  recent 
discussion  of  the  objects  and  purposes  of  the  Code  by  Mr. 
Justice  Mabshall,  in  KoUock  v.  Scribner,  98  Wis.  104,  gives 
emphasis  to  the  situation.  What  he  there  said,  and  the  au- 
thorities cited,  pay  tribute  to  the  wisdom  of  the  framers  of 
the  new  system,  and  show  most  clearly  the  end  sought  to 
be  attained. 

A  review  of  the  cases  decided  in  the  early  days  of  the  Code 
makes  manifest  the  fact  that  the  judges  and  lawyers  who 
practiced  under  the  old  system  were  very  reluctant  in  yield- 
ing homage  to  the  new.  As  justly  remarked  by  Mr.  Pome- 
roy,  in  his  very  able  work  on  Code  Eemedies  (§  31) :  "  The 
profession  and  the  courts  have  been  left  to  work  their  way 
in  the  dark,  and  the  consequence  has  been  an  utter  confu- 
sion and  uncertainty,  which  have  gone  far  to  defeat  the 
beneficial  purposes  of  the  reform,  and  to  create  a  conviction 
in  the  minds  of  many  very  able  lawyers  and  judges  that  the 
change  was  a  positive  evil."    Their  reluctance  to  conform 
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to  the  new  system  has  given  rise  to  much  confusion  and  un- 
certainty in  practice,  and  this  court  can  claim  no  immunity 
from  mistakes  in  that  direction.  The  prime  idea  that  must 
be  kept  in  mind  is  that  the  Code  was  intended  to  be  a  com- 
plete system  in  itself,  and  a  complete  substitute  for  the  old 
forms  of  actions  and  methods  of  practice. 

There  is  absolutely  no  reason  for  claiming  that  the  old 
bill  of  review  exists  under  our  present  system.  In  the  Kol- 
lock  Case  Judge  Marshall  has  demonstrated  that  the  an- 
cient cross  bill,  so  potent  for  good  under  the  equity  practice, 
has  no  existence  under  the  Code ;  but  the  Code  permits  the 
answer  to  be  framed  to  cover  all  the  purposes  of  the  cross 
bill  which  it  displaces.  Reference,  we  think,  to  the  stat- 
utes will  show  that  remedies  have  been  preserved  therein, 
or  authorized  thereby,  fully  adequate  to  meet  the  needs  of 
all  parties  litigant.  The  'policy  of  the  law  is  to  put  an  end 
to  litigation.  The  Code,  therefore,  cut  off  and  wiped  out 
many  of  the  forms  of  procedure  existing  under  the  old  prac- 
tice, that  had  a  tendency  to  delay  or  prolong  litigation. 
First,  it  abolished  all  distinction  between  actions  at  law  and 
suits  in  equity.  Stats.  1898,  sec.  2600.  It  said,  further,  that 
the  court  should,  in  every  stage  of  an  action,  disregard  any 
error  or  defect  in  the  pleadings  or  proceedings  which  did 
not  affect  the  substantial  rights  of  the  adverse  party,  and 
that  no  judgment  should  be  reversed  or  affected  by  reason 
of  any  such  error  or  defect.  Id.  sec.  2829.  The  court  was 
further  authorized,  upon  the  trial,  or  at  any  other  stage  of 
the  action,  before  or  after  judgment,  to  amend  pleadings 
and  processes,  etc.,  to  make  them  conform  to  the  facts.  Id. 
sec.  2830.  Within  one  year  after  notice,  the  court  might, 
in  discretion,  relieve  a  party  from  a  judgment  or  other  pro- 
ceeding against  him  "through  his  mistake,  inadvertence, 
surprise  or  excusable  neglect,''  and  might  supply  omissions 
when  the  party  had  failed  to  conform  to  the  law,  and  permit 
amendments  to  make  the  proceedings  conformable  thereto. 


"Wis.]  JANUABT  TEEM,  1899.  101 

Crowns  t&  Forest  Land  Ca 

Id.  sec.  2832.  The  language  of  the  section  is  broad,  and  has 
received  a  liberal  construction.  Under  another  statute  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  upon  newly  discovered  evidence  could 
be  made  at  any  time  within  one  year  after  the  verdict  or 
finding.  Id.  sec.  2879.  And  this  seems  to  apply  to  what 
are  called  equitable,  as  well  as  legal,  actions.  CarroU  v. 
More^  30  Wis.  574 ;  MoWiUiams  v.  Bannister^  42  Wis.  301 ; 
Smith  V.  Smith,  51  Wis.  665.  Other  provisions  of  the  Code 
might  6e  mentioned,  which  tend  to  make  it  a  harmonious 
whole,  and  which  aiford  an  aggrieved  litigant  an  opportu- 
nity to  secure  relief  and  protect  his  rights  as  fully  as  under 
the  old  practice. 

Under  the  old  equity  practice,  a  bill  of  review,  strictly  so 
called,  could  only  be  urged  after  a  final  decree.  Its  purpose 
was  to  reverse  or  modify  a  decree  for  error  of  law  apparent 
on  the  face  of  such  decree,  or  on  account  of  new  facts  dis- 
covered since  publication  was  passed  in  the  original  cause. 
Since  the  adoption  of  the  Code,  no  one  has  pretended  that  a 
judgment  could  be  reviewed  by  this  proceeding  for  errors 
on  the  face  thereof.  The  suitor  has  always  been  left  to  his 
remedy  either  by  motion,  writ  of  error,  or  appeal. 

The  question  of  whether  a  bill  of  review 'will  lie  in  this 
state  on  the  other  ground  stated  has  never  been  definitely 
determined.  In  the  early  case  of  Parish  v,  Marvin,  15  Wis. 
247,  the  action  was  to  reverse  the  judgment  of  another  cir- 
cuit court,  and  for  a  perpetual  injunction.  The  action  was 
considered  to  be  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review,  and  Judge 
Dixon  says:  "If  proceedings  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  re- 
view may  still  be  taken,  they  must  be  had  before  the  court 
in  which  the  judgment  was  rendered."  On  the  point  that 
one  circuit  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  open,  review,  set 
aside,  or  reverse  the  judgment  of  another  circuit,  the  decis- 
ions are  numerous  and  uniform.  Fenake  v.  KlueTtder,  61  Wis. 
602;  Coon  v.  Seymour,  71  Wis.  340;  Cardinal  v,  Eau  Claire 
L.  Co.  75  Wis.  404;  Stevn  v.  Benedict,  83  Wis.  603. 
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In  the  case  of  JFensJke  v.  Kluender  it  is  said  that  the  action 
was  in  equity,  and,  had  the  plaintiff  been  a  party  to  the 
judgment  sought  to  be  affected,  the  action  would  have  been 
one  to  review  and  annul  the  judgment  therein.  The  opinion 
reads :  "  If  the  plaintiff  can  maintain  an  action  of  this  nature 
at  all  (a  proposition  not  here  decided),  such  an  action  must 
be  governed  by  the  same  rules  applicable  to  bills  of  review." 
The  case  was  affirmed  on  the  ground  that  the  action  was 
not  commenced  in  the  court  which  rendered  the  judgment 
sought  to  be  reviewed,  and  because  leave  had  not  been  ob- 
tained to  commence  the  action,  in  analogy  to  the  old  prac- 
tice. Ketchwn  v.  Breeds  66  Wis.  85,  was  a  case  of  a  bill  of 
review  pure  and  simple.  The  right  to  maintain  dt  was  de- 
nied on  the  ground  of  the  laches  of  the  moving  party,  and 
it  was  said  in  the  opinion  that,  because  of  that  fact,  it  was 
unnecessary  to  determine  whether  the  old  remedy  by  bill  of 
review  had  been  abrogated  or  not. 

Thus,  it  will  be  seen  that,  whenever  the  question  has  been 
presented,  it  was  left  without  determination.  In  the  cases 
cited,  expressions  are  used  speaking  of  bills  of  review  and 
bills  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review.  In  the  old  practice 
the  distinction,  consisted  in  the  fact  of  whether  the  decree 
had  been  enrolled  or  not.  If  the  decree  had  been  enrolled, 
the  bill  of  review  was  proper.  If  the  decree  had  not  been 
enrolled,  then  a  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review  would 
lie,  and  was  usually  accompanied  by  a  petition  to  rehear  the 
original  case.  Story,  Eq.  PI.  §§  421,  422.  Under  the  latter 
head,  and  under  the  Code,  the  relief  sought  to  be  secured 
thereby  is  usually  obtained  by  motion,  as  the  judgment  is 
within  tl^e  control  of  the  court  and  may  be  reviewed  or 
modified  at  any  time  during  the  term. 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that,  under  our  system,  reme- 
dies in  a  court  of  justice  are  divided  into  actions  and  special 
proceedings  (Stats.  1898,  sec.  2594);  that  actions  are  either 
civil  or  criminal  (Id.  sec.  2597);  that  all  the  old  forms  of  ac- 
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tions  have  been  abolished,  and  only  one  form  of  action  is 
permissible,  which  is  denominated  a  civil  action  (Id.  sec. 
2600) ;  that  the  distinction  between  judgments  and  decrees  no 
longer  exists,  and  that  the  final  conclusion  of  the  court  in  an 
action  is  a  judgment  (Id.  sec.  2882),  and  not  a  decree.  The 
new  procedure  provides  the  manner  in  which  these  judgments 
can  be  attacked  in  the  cases  heretofore  mentioned.  It  does 
not  assume  or  attempt  to  divest  the  courts  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion they  formerly  possessed  to  protect  the  rights  of  parties 
when  fraud  had  intervened.  It  does  say,  however,  that  in 
this  state  there  is  but  one  form  of  action  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  private  rights  and  the  redress  or  prevention  of  pri- 
vate wrongs,  which  is  a  civil  action.  Cases  have  arisen, 
similar  to  the  one  set  out  in  the  petition,  when  alleged  cir- 
cumstances of  fraud  and  collusion  in  the  transaction  upon 
which  the  judgment  was  based,  or  in  obtaining  the  judg- 
ment itself,  have  come  to  light  after  the  limitation  had 
expired  under  which  the  party  could  move  for  a  new  trial. 
The  aggrieved  party  is  not  without  remedy.  Courts  of 
equity,  under  the  old  regime,  had  the  power  of  control  over 
the  parties,  and  would  prevent  them  from  asserting  rights 
based  upon  judgments  tainted  by  fraud  or  covin.  That 
power  exists  to-day,  but  it  must  be  invoked  and  enforced  in 
harmony  with  the  true  spirit  and  in  accordance  with  the 
positive  requirements  of  the  new  order.  But  the  same  obli- 
gation of  vigilance  and  diligence  on  the  part  of  suitors  is 
yet  recognized  and  enforced.  A  party  seeking  relief  must 
be  diligent  and  vigilant  in  asserting  his  rights,  or  go  with- 
out day. 

We  have  said  that  the  true  spirit  of  the  law  was  to  put  an 
end  to  litigation.  Stats.  1898,  sec.  2879,  limits  the  time 
within  which  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  may  be  made,  on  the 
ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence,  to  one  year  from  the 
verdict  or  finding.  But  suppose,  as  in  this  case,  the  facts 
upon  which  the  fraudulent  character  of  the  transactions  re- 
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suiting  in  the  judgment  sought  to  be  attacked  depends  were 
not  discovered  until  the  expiration  of  the  year,  is  the  party 
without  remedy?  While  it  may  rightly  be  said  that  the 
ground  upon  which  defendant  seeks  relief  is  newly  discovered 
evidence,  yet  it  is  evidence  showing  fraud  and  collusion,  con- 
cealed by  the  parties  to  it,  and  which,  it  is  claimed,  has 
resulted  most  harmfully  to  the  defendant.  ,  This  was  a 
favorite  subject  of  relief  in  equity. 

There  can  be  no  question  of  the  jurisdiction  6f  a  court  of 
chancery  to  relieve  against  fraud.  In  StoweU  v.  Eldred^  26 
Wis.  504,  we  read  that "  chancery  will  relieve  against  a  judg- 
ment at  law,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  contrary  to  equity, 
when  the  defendant  in  the  judgment  was  ignorant  of  the 
facts  in  question  pending  the  suit,  or  it  could  not  have  been 
received  as  a  defense,  or  when  he  was  prevented  from  avail- 
ing himself  of  the  defense  by  fraud  or  accident,  or  the  acts 
of  the  opposite  party,  unmixed  with  negligence  or  fault  on 
his  part."  The  same  proposition  is  repeated  in  Barber  v, 
Huheyser^  39  Wis.  590;  and  JSHes  v.  Mbshery  44  Wis.  601. 
Suits  to  restrain  the  execution  or  enforcement  of  judgments 
upon  equitable  grounds  have  been  entertained  by  this  court. 
Coon  V.  Seymour y  71  Wis.  340;  Nevil  v.  Clifford^  55  Wis. 
161. 

Johnson  *o.  Colemcm^  23  Wis.  452,  was  a  case  brought  to 
have  a  judgment  of  divorce  declared  to  be  void  and  of  no 
effect  on  the  ground  of  fraud.  The  court  says:  "But  we 
can  see  no  substantial  objection  to  the  practice  of  instituting 
a  suit  in  equity  for  that  purpose.  It  seems  quite  as  suitable 
a  method  to  review  the  questions  involved,  and  to  adjudicate 
upon  the  rights  of  the  parties,  as  would  be  afforded  by  a 
motion.  Mr.  Story  says  that  there  is  no  doubt  of  the  juris- 
diction of  courts  of  equity  to  grant  relief  against  a  former 
decree,  when  the  same  has  been  obtained  by  fraud  and  im- 
position, and  this  must  be  done  by  an  original  bill  in  the 
nature  of  a  bill  of  review.     Story,  Eq.  PI.  §  426." 
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In  Hooper  v.  Smithy  74  Wis.  530,  a  motion  was  made  to 
set  aside  a  deficiency  judgment  in  foreclosure  for  facts  ex- 
isting before  the  foreclosure  judgment  was  entered,  and  also 
facts  that  had  transpired  afterwards.  The  facts  were  in 
dispute,  and  the  rights  of  third  parties  were  involved.  Mr. 
Justice  Cassoday  said:  "  If  the  judgment  for  deficiency  was 
wrongfully  obtained,  and  is  inequitable,  and  the  grounds  of 
appellant's  motion  are  meritorious,  and  he  has  not  lost  hia 
rights  by  laches  or  otherwise,  then  there  would  seem  to  be 
no  reason  why  he  should  not  be  relegated  to  his  remedy  by 
action.  That  such  an  action  may  be  maintained  in  a  proper 
case  has  frequently  been  determined," — citing  the  cases 
hereinbefore  mentioned.  Where  the  relief  is  sought  on  the 
ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence  alone,  unmixed  with 
any  circumstances  of  fraud  or  collusion,  the  application  must 
be  made  within  the  time  limited  by  sec.  2879 ;  but,  when  the 
action  is  based  upon  fraud,  the  limitation  prescribed  by  subd. 
7,  sec.  4222,  must  govern. 

We  have  heretofore  adverted  to  the  rule  that  one  circuit 
court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  open,  review,  set  aside,  or  reverse 
the  judgment  of  another  circuit.  From  this  rule  another 
naturally  follows,  and  that  is  that  the  action  commenced  to 
attack  another  judgment  must  be  commenced  in  the  court 
where  the  judgment  attacked  was  rendered.  A  very  com- 
mon method  of  attack  is  to  restrain  the  execution  or  enforce- 
ment of  the  alleged  vicious  judgment.  At  this  point  an 
important  consideration  is  not  to  be  lost  sight  of.  The  courts 
sitting  in  chancery,  does  not  claim  to  exercise  supervisory 
power  over  itself  sitting  as  a  court  of  law;  neither  will  its 
own  judgments  be  vacated  or  reversed.  It  would  be  an 
anomaly,  indeed,  for  a  court  to  restrain  itself.  It  is  against 
the  offending  party  that  the  energies  of  the  court  are  di- 
rected. Its  remedial  power  is  executed  by  putting  restraint 
upon  his  usual  liberty  of  following  up  his  judgment.  It  acts 
upon  the  person,  and  not  upon  the  proceeding.    Blacky 
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Judgm.  §  357;  Erie  R,  Co.  v.  Hamsey,  45  K  T.  637;  Story, 
Eq.  Jur.  §§  &75, 1574;  Pelhamv.  Mordand,  11  Ark.  442.  The 
judgment  itself  is  not  disturbed.  The  offending  party  is  pre- 
vented from  reaping  the  fruits  thereof.  It  is,  perhaps,  un- 
necessary to  decide  to  what  extent  the  merits  of  the  original 
case  may  be  gone  into  in  determining  the  facts  necessary  for 
the  party's  relief.  The  cases  of  Abovloffv.  Oppenheimer^  10 
Q.  B.  Div.  295,  and  YadcHa  v.  Lawes^  25  Q.  B.  Div.  310,  may 
be  consulted  with  profit  on  that  question.  It  may  be  proper 
to  say  that  the  court  ought  to,  and  will,  make  such  an  ex- 
amination of  the  facts  as  to  ascertain  the  right  and  equity 
of  the.  parties,  and  will  grant  such  relief  as  is  proper  to  pro- 
tect such  rights. 

Something  has  been  said  in  the  cases  in  regard  to  obtain- 
ing leave  of  court  before  such  an  action  can  be  commenced. 
The  petitioner  in  this  case  seems  to  labor  under  the  idea 
that  it  must  have  the  consent  of  this  court  before  it  can  pro- 
ceed. We  know  of  no  rule  of  court  or  statute  making  any 
such  requirement.  Under  the  old  practice,  bills  brought  to 
impeach  decrees  for  fraud  could  be  filed  -and  prosecuted 
without  leave  of  court  (Story,  Eq.  PI.  §  426 ;  Kimherly  v. 
ArmSj  40  Fed.  Rep.  548).  But  when  founded  on  new  facts, 
discovered  after  the  decree,  such  leave  was  necessary  (3 
Ency.  of  PI.  <fe  Pr.  587).  If,  as  we  have  endeavored  to  show, 
the  old  practice  does  not  exist  in  this  state,  and  the  proper 
remedy,  if  any  exists,  is  by  direct  aption,  then  we  are  unable 
to  see  any  reason  why  the  analogies  of  the  old  practice 
should  apply.  Especially  is  this  so  when  we  keep  in  mind 
the  fact  that,  in  all  such  cases,  the  power  of  the  court  is 
directed  against  the  parties,  and  not  against  the  proceeding 
attacked.  Courts  are  jealous  of  their  judgments,  but  their 
poWer  will  never  be  extended  to  protect  a  party  whose  trans- 
actions are  tinctured  with  fraud. 

What  we  have  said  in  relation  to  the  e^stence  of  the 
practice  by  bill  of  review  in  this  state  is  based  upon  the  fact 
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that  it  has  not  been  preserved  or  recognized  in  our  Code. 
In  some  jurisdictions  the  practice  has  been  preserved  in  its 
entirety.  In  others,  it  has  been  limited  by  express  statutory 
enactment,  or  been  held,  under  the  peculiar  language  of  the 
Code  adopted,  to  exist  as  a  cumulative  remedy.  Interesting 
discussions  confirmatory  of  the  position  we  have  taken  may 
be  found  in  the  following  cases:  Cbrry  v.  Gampbdlj  34  Ohio 
St.  204;  Brooks  v,  Howard^  55  N.  H.  69;  Segum  v,  Mave- 
rick^ 24  Tex.  526 ;  Jacks  v.  Admr,  33  Ark.  161 ;  Nealia  v. 
Dicks^  72  Ind.  374;  Brower  v.  Coihran^  75  Ga.  9. 
'  We  express  no  opinion  upon  the  merits  of  the  defendant's 
showing  of  facts  as  a  basis  of  the  relief  sought.  The  ques- 
tions of  diligence,  and  of  the  persuasive  nature  of  the  circum- 
stances alleged  as  grounds  for  relief,  are  for  the  determina- 
tion of  the  trial  judge  when  the  matter  is  properly  planted 
in  court. 
By  the  Court. —  The  motion  is  denied^  with  $10  costs. 


The  State  ex  eel.  The  FroEUTY  &  Casualty  Company  op  i^"Tot 
New  Yoek,  Appellant,  vs.  Fbicke,  Commissioner  of  In-  *  — 
durance,  Bespondent. 

November  SS,  1898— February  f i,  1899. 

Accident  insurance:  License  fees:  Mandamus:  Statutes:  Practical  con- 
struction, 

!»  The  annual  license  fee  of  $800,  required  by  sea  1220,  R.  S.  1878,  to  be 
paid  by  foreign  accident  insurance  companies  desiring  to  do  busi- 
ness in  this  state,  is  levied  upon  the  business  transacted,  and  not 
upon  the  companies  transacting  the  business.  Ch.  105,  Laws  of 
1880,  was  simply  an  amendment,  which  added  to  the  fee  previously 
required  a  payment  of  two  per  cent  upon  the  gross  income  received 
upon  accident  insurance  business  during  the  preceding  year.  Trav- 
elers' Ins.  Co.  V.  Fricke,  94  Wis.  258,  and  09  Wis.  367,  foUowed. 
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2l  From  1880  to  1807  a  foreign  accident  insurance  company  was  licensed 
to  transact  business  in  this  state  without  paying  the  $800  license 
fee  required  by  sec  1220,  R.  S.  1878.  As  a  condition  for  renewing 
its  license  for  1898,  the  insurance  commissioner  required  it  to  pay 
$300  for  each  year  it  had  so  transacted  business,  with  interest  from 
the  time  it  became  due.  Hddt  that  since  the  Qompany*s  right  to 
transact  business  in  this  state  is  a  matter  of  privilege,  and  the  leg- 
islature has  authorized  the  commissioner  to  revoke  a  license  for 
past  violations,  or  withhold  a  license  until  the  company  has  com- 
plied with  all  legal  requirements,  a  writ  of  mandamiLS  to  compel 
the  issuance  of  the  license  without  the  payment  of  said  arrearages 
was  properly  refused 

8.  The  fact  that  the  statute  of  limitations  may  have  run  as  to  part  of 
said  arrearages  would  not  prevent  the  commissioner  from  requir- 
ing payment  of  that  part  as  a  condition  of  the  issuance  of  a  new 
license;  nor  would  the  fact  that  no  demand  for  arrearages  was 
made  imtil  November,  1897,  render  the  claim  so  stale  that  interest 
should  not  be  allowed. 

[4  Whether  a  foreign  corporation  doing  business  in  this  state  imder 
legislative  authority  may,  in  a  proper  case,  take  advantage  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  not  determined.] 

6.  The  statute  not  being  doubtful  or  ambiguous,  the  mere  silence  of  the 
state  officials,  or  their  neglect  to  enforce  the  plain  requirements  of 
the  law,  is  not  sufficient  to  relieve  the  companies  from  their  obli- 
gations, on*the  ground  of  practical  construction. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dane 
county:  R.  G.  Siebecker,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

The  relator,  The  Fidelity  dk  Casualty  Company  of  New 
Yorh^  filed  its  petition  for  an  alternative  writ  of  mandamiua 
in  the  circuit  court  for  Dane  county,  claiming  that  the  de- 
fendant, as  commissioner  of  insurance  of  this  state,  unlaw- 
fully refused  to  issue  it  a  license  to  do  business  in  this  state 
for  the  year  1898.  The  alternative  writ  was  issued,  and  due 
return  made  thereto.  The  issue  Joined  was  tried  by  the 
court,  and  his  findings  thereon  may  be  summarized  as  fol- 
lows: 

The  relator  is  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of 
the  state  of  New  York,  and  authorized  to  do  the  business 
of  accident  insurance.     The  company  first  applied  to  do 
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business  in  this  state  in  1880,  and  each  year  since  has  ap- 
plied for  and  received  license  to  transact  business  in  this 
state,  up  to  March  1, 1898.  Each  year  it  has  paid  to  the 
state  treasul'er  two  per  cent,  of  its  gross  income  earned  in 
this  state,  and  has  complied  with  all  the  requirements  im- 
posed by  the  laws  of  this  state,  except  that  it  has  not  paid 
the  annual  license  fee  of  |300  required  by  sec.  1220,  R  S. 
1878.  No  demand  was  ever  made  upon  said  company  for 
such  fees  prior  to  November,  1897,  at  which  time,  the  de- 
fendant made  such  demand  and  required  as  a  condition  for 
renewing  its  license,  which  would  expire  on  March  1, 1898, 
that  it  pay  an  annual  license  fee  of  $300  for  each  year  it 
had  done  business  in  this  state,  with  interest  at  the  legal 
rate  on  each  such  license  fee  from  the  date  it  became  due. 
The  company  refused  to  pay  such  fees  or  any  part  thereof. 
The  amount  of  such  fees  on  March  18,  1898,  with  interest, 
was  $9,076.70.  The  company  applied  for  license  for  the 
year  1898,  but  the  defendant  refused  to  issue  one,  because 
it  had  failed  to  pay  the  license  fees  above  mentioned. 

Under  this  state  of  facts  the  court  concluded  that  the  rela- 
tor was  an  accident  insurance  company,  within  the  mean- 
ing and  purview  of  ch.  105,  Laws  of  1880,  and  sec.  1220, 
E.  S.  1878,  and  not  entitled  to  a  license  to  transact  business 
in  this  state  until  it  had  paid  all  back  license  fees  before 
mentioned,  with  interest,  and  that  upon  such  payment,  and 
not  otherwise,  the  peremptory  writ  might  issue.  The  judg- 
ment entered  upon  such  findings  is  sought  to  be  reversed  on 
this  appeal. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  WinTder^  Flanders^ 
Smithy  BoWwm  &  VilaSj  counsel,  and  oral  argument  by  K  G. 
Winkler.  They  argued,  mter  alia,  that  the  payment  of  $300 
being  imposed  upon  foreign  life  and  accident  insurance  com- 
panies "  as  an  annual  license  fee  for  transacting  such  busi- 
ness," the  imposition  by  subsequent  law  upon  such  a  com- 
pany of  any  other  pecuniary  duty  "  as  an  annual  license  fee 
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for  transacting  its  business"  would  ip%o  facto  supersede  the 
former  provision.  It  could  not  be  held  to  be  "  in  addition," 
unless  there  were  adequate  words  to  that  effect.  Chirr  v. 
SgvMs,  11  Exch.  191;  TI.  S.  v.  IsTwm,  17  WaU.  496,  502; 
Partington  v.  Attorney  General^  L.  R.  4  Eng.  &  Ir.  App.  100, 
122;  Powers  v.  Ba/mey^  5  Blatchf.  202;  Russell  v.  Wiggles- 
worthy  2  Story,  369,  373 ;  State  v.  Pullman's  P.  O.  Co.  64 
Wis.  89, 103.  Although  ch.  105,  Laws  of  1880,  does  not  say 
m  luBO  verba  that  such  companies  shall  pay  two  per  cent,  of 
their  gross  premiums  "  as  a  license  fee,"  etc.,  yet  in  saying 
that  they  ^^  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  fees  and  taooes  as  are 
now  paid  by  fire  insurance  companies,"  it  necessarily  means, 
that  they  shall  pay  them  for  the  same  purposes  and  Avith  the 
same  effect.  That  act  evinces  a  purpose  to  establish  equal- 
ity between  accident  and  fire  insurance  companies,  applying 
to  them  the  more  just  and  equitable  rule  of  prorating  the 
license  fee  to  the  amount  of  business  done.  It  was  the  ob- 
vious purpose  of  ch.  105  to  allow  accident  companies  to  make 
insurance  not  only  against  bodily  injuries  or  death,  but  also 
against  accidents  to  property,  against  dishonesty  in  persons 
holding  places  of  trust,  and  the  like,  and  it  would  be  unjust 
to  require  those  different  classes  of  companies  to  pay  the 
same  arbitrary  sums.  There  is  no  plain  language  in  any  of 
tliese  statutes  which  requires  payment  of  both  the  $300  and 
the  two  per  cent.,  and  hence  practical  construction  may  be 
applied  to  them. 

John  L.  Erdall^  first  assistant  attorney  general,  for  the  re- 
spondent. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  December  16, 1898 : 

Bardeen,  J.  The  facts  at  issue  in  this  litigation  are  very 
much  the  same  as  were  involved  in  the  oases  of  Travelers'^ 
Ins.  Co,  V.  Fricke,  94  Wis.  258,  and  8.  C.  99  Wis.  367.  In 
those  cases  the  company  had  paid  the  $300  license  fee,  and 
not  the  two  per  cent,  on  its  gross  earnings.    In  this  case  the 
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relator  had  paid  the  two  per  cent,  on  its  income,  as  required 
by  ch.  105,  Laws  of  1880,  but  has  not  paid  the  $300  annual 
license  fee  imposed  by  sec.  1220,  R  S.  1878.  In  his  brief, 
counsel  for  relator,  after  reviewing  the  facts  involved  in  the 
former  litigation,  said,  "  The  question,  therefore,  whether  an 
accident  insurance  company  organized  under  the  laws  of  an- 
other state  was,  after  ch.  105,  Laws  of  1880,  required  to  pay 
$300  per  annum  in  addition  to  the  '  fees  and  taxes '  thereby 
imposed,  although  discussed,  has  not  been  adjudicated  by  this 
court."  Pursuant  to  this  statement,  counsel  has  submitted 
a  vigorous  and  carefully  prepared  argument  in  his  brief,  and 
pressed  the  same  with  great  vehemence  at  the  bar,  as  to  the 
construction  this  court  ought  to  give  to  the  statutes  men- 
tioned. 

The  earnestness  of  the  counsel,  and  the  importance  of  the 
questions  involved,  have  induced  us  to  carefully  review  the 
former  litigation  and  the  questions  therein  determined.  We 
find  it  entirely  unnecessary  to  attempt  to  justify  those  de- 
cisions. They  represent  the  deliberate  judgment  of  the  court, 
after  a  careful  and  exhaustive  argument  and  consideration 
of  all  of  the  questions  involved.  The  suggestion  of  counsel 
that  the  construction  of  the  statutes  mentioned  was  not  nec- 
essary for  the  determination  of  those  cases  is  met  by  casual 
reading  of  the  opinions  filed.  The  question  was  certainly 
presented,  carefidly  argued,  and  deliberately  considered  by 
.the  court.  Speaking  of  ch.  105,  Mr.  Justice  Winslow  says: 
"  Although  this  act  was  not  in  terms  denominated  an  amend- 
ment to  sec.  1220,  E.  S.,  its  legal  effect  as  such  is  too  plain 
for  argument.  It  manifestly  added  to  the  license  fee  re- 
quired of  a  foreign  company  doing  an  accident  business  in 
this  state  by  sec.  1220  the  fee  required  in  case  of  a  foreign 
fire  insurance  company,  which,  as  we  have  seen,  was  two 
per  cent,  of  its  gross  earnings  upon  business  transacted  within 
this  state  during  the  preceding  year.  We  are  unable  to  see 
any  other  construction  which  can  be  placed  upon  the  act 
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without  emasculating  it  to  such  an  extent  as  to  make  it 
absurd."  94  Wis.  258.  Again,  in  the  second  Travelers^  Case, 
W  Wis.  367,  the  following  language  was  used :  "  We  have 
no  intention  of  reviewing  again  the  questions  already  dis- 
cussed and  decided  in  the  previous  action.  The  statutes 
were  then  deliberately  considered  and  construed,  and  the 
conclusions  then  reached  are  entirely  satisfactory,  and,  so 
far  as  applicable,  they  will  be  applied  to  the  present  case. 
It  was  then  held,  in  effect,  that  the  annual  license  fees  re- 
quired to  be  paid  by  foreign  insurance  companies  desiring 
to  do  business  in  this  state  were  levied  upon  the  business 
transacted,  and  not  upon  the  company  transacting  the  busi- 
ness ;  .  .  .  that  oh.  105  was  an  amendment,  simply,  to 
sec.  1220,  R.  S.,  and  that  it  added  to  the  fees  previously  re- 
quired a  payment  of  two  per  cent,  upon  the  gross  income 
received  upon  accident  business  during  the  preceding  year." 
In  an  argument  for  a  rehearing,  counsel  again  attacked  the 
conclusions  of  the  court  with  great  vigor,  but  the  original 
decisions  were  adhered  to. 

In  view  of  this  situation,  we  do  not  think  there  is  any 
room  for  saying  that  the  question  was  passed  upon  only  in- 
cidentally, and  that  the  conclusion  reached  was  not  the 
result  of  deliberate  judgment.  That  we  may  not  be  mis- 
understood, we  here  deliberately  assert  that  in  our  judgment 
the  same  legal  questions  here  contended  for  by  the  relator 
were  necessarily  involved  in  the  decisions  in  the  Travelers'. 
CaseSj  that  they  were  there  deliberately  considered  and  de- 
cided, and  that  we  are  now  satisfied  that  the  conclusions 
there  reached  were  correct  and  must  govern  this  case.  The 
application  of  the  doctrine  of  practical  construction  placed 
upon  the  law  by  the  insurance  department,  and  the  question 
of  requiring  the  company  to  pay  interest  upon  the  amount 
due  the  state,  were  submitted,  argued,  and  decided  adversely 
to  the  company.  What  was  said  in  the  former  cases  on 
these  questions  renders  a  new  discussion  entirely  unnecessary. 
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The  findings  of  the  trial  court  upon  the  admitted  facts 
show  that  the  insurance  company  has  transacted  business  in 
this  state  since  1880,  and  has  not  paid  the  annual  license  fee 
of  $300  required  by  sec.  1220,  and  that,  before  it  can  right- 
fully compel  a  license  to  be  issued  to  it,  it  must  pay  the  sum 
in  arrears,  with  legal  interest.  In  the  first  Travelers^  Case 
it  was  held  by  this  court  that,  when  a  license  had  been 
granted  to  an  accident  insurance  company  upon  the  payment 
only  of  the  $300  fee  prescribed  in  sec.  1220,  it  might  be  re- 
voked by  the  insurance  commissioner  upon  refusal  to  pay 
the  additional  fee  required  by  ch.  105,  Laws  of  1880.  In 
the  second  case  it  was  ruled  that  a  current  license  might  be 
revoked  for  the  refusal  of  the  company  to  pay  amounts  due 
under  the  statute  for  past  years'  business.  Following  the 
logic  of  these  decisions,  th©  trial  court  upheld  the  commis- 
sioner in  his  requirement  that  these  arrearages  should  be 
paid  before  a  new  license  would  be  issued.  In  this  ruling 
he  was  manifestly  right,  and  we  have  no  disposition  to  dis- 
turb it. 

The  point  is  made,  however,  that  as  no  demand  was  made 
for  these  arrearages  until  November,  1897,  the  claim  is  stale^ 
and  interest  ought  not  to  be  required ;  also,  that,  under  the 
statute,  the  relator,  having  appointed  an  attorney  upon  whom 
process  might  be  served  in  this  state,  thereby  obtained  a 
legal  residence  here,  and  was  therefore  entitled  to  the  bene- 
fit of  the  statute  of  limitations.  One  important  fact  must 
not  be  lost  sight  of,  and  that  is  that  this  is  not  an  action 
brought  by  the  state  to  recover  this  money.  The  relator 
can  only  do  business  in  this  state  by  sufferance.  When  it 
seeks  that  privilege,  it  must  consent  to  and  obey  the  condi- 
tions attached  to  the  liberty  sought  for.  The  legislature 
has  seen  fit  to  vest  in  the  commissioner  of  insurance  the 
power  to  revoke  a  license  for  failure  to  comply  with  any 
provision  of  law  enacted  for  the  regulation  of  that  business. 

As  an  incident  to  that  power,  he  is  authorized  to  revoke 
Vol*  103—8 
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licenses  for  past  violations,  or  withhold  a  license  until  the 
insurance  company  has  fully  complied  with  all  legal  re- 
quirements. The  terms  imposed  as  a  condition  for  granting 
the  peremptory  writ  prayed  for  are  strictly  in  accord  with 
the  holding  in  the  last  Travelers^  Case.  No  good  reason  is 
perceived  why  the  rule  there  announced  is  not  applicable  to 
the  case  at  bar.  Courts  have  a  discretion  in  issuing  writs  of 
manda/rrma  merely  in  aid  of  private  right,  and,  in  view  of 
what  has  already  been  said,  we  do  not  feel  that  such  discre- 
tion has  been  wrongly  exercised  in  this  case.  We  desire, 
however,  to  leave  open  and  undetermined  the  question  of 
whether  a  foreign  corporation  doing  business  in  this  state 
under  legislative  authority  may  not,  in  a  proper  case,  have 
the  advantage  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 

By  the  Cov/rL —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 

Upon  a  motion  for  a  rehearing  there  was  a  brief  for  the 
appellant  by  WinTder^  FlcmderSy  Smithy  BoWwm  <&  VilaSy 
and  a  brief  for  the  respondent  by  JE.  JR.  Hicks^  Attorney 
General. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  February  21, 1899: 

Bardeen,  J.  Of  course  it  is  understood  by  this  court  that 
ik\!^facU  involved  in  the  different  cases  that  have  been  de- 
cided were  not  exactly  the  same,  but  the  law  announced  in 
the  first  Tramelers^  Case  has  entered  into  and  been  controlling 
in  each  subsequent  case.  {Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fricke^  94 
Wis.  258.]  In  that  case  it  was  said  that  sec.  1220,  E.  S. 
1878,  imposed  a  license  upon  the  lusiness  of  insurance,  and 
not  upon  the  company  transacting  it.  The  statute  speaks 
of  two  kinds  of  insurance  business, —  life  and  accidental, — 
and  therefore,  if  a  company  transacts  both  kinds  of  business, 
it  must  pay  the  required  license  for  each.  If  it  does  but 
one  kind  of  business,  then  it  must  pay  the  fee  imposed  by 
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law  for  that  privilege.  The  first  decision  also  said  that  ch. 
105,  Laws  of  1880,  in  legal  effect,  was  an  amendment  to  sec. 
1220,  and  therefore  the  company  transacting  the  business  of 
accident  insurance  must  pay  two  per  cent,  of  its  gross  pre- 
miums to  the  state,  as  well  as  the  fee  required  by  the  other 
statute.  Independent  of  the  fact  that  the  Travelers'  Com- 
pany was  transacting  both  kinds  of  business,  the  two  TroA)- 
ders^  Cases  settled  the  law  that  a  company  doing  the  business 
of  accident  insurance  in  this  state  must  not  only  pay  the 
$300  license  required  by  sec.  1220,  but  also  the  two  per  cent, 
fee  imposed  by  ch.  105.  Now,  it  is  urged  that,  inasmuch  as 
these  decisions  were  made  with  reference  to  a  company 
transacting  both  kinds  of  business,  they  have  not  decided 
that  an  accident  company  which  does  no  life  insurance  busi- 
ness is  bound  to  pay  the  same  fees.  True,  they  have  not  in 
terms  so  decided.  But  what  significance  has  the  fact  that  the 
Travelers'  Company  was  doing  both  kinds  of  business?  Ab- 
solutely none.    So  far  as  those  decisions  are  concerned,  the 

s 

case  stands  exactly  as  though  the  Travelers'  Company  as  a 
life  insurance  organization,  and  the  Travelers'  Company  as 
an  insurer  against  accidents,  were  separate  and  distinct  com- 
panies. When  it  was  said  that  the  license  was  upon  the 
hmness  conducted,  it  made  no  difference  that  the  company 
was  doing  other  kinds  of  business.  The  inquiry  was,  What 
are  the  obligations  of  the  law  upton  a  company  doing  the 
business  of  accident  insurance  in  this  state?  The  company 
sought  to  evade  the  consequences  of  the  construction  of  the 
law  contended  for  by  the  state,  by  showing  that  it  trans- 
acted both  kinds  of  business;  that  it  had  already  paid  one 
license  fee  of  $300 ;  and  it  was  argued  that  this  was  the  only 
fee  or  tax  required  by  law  from  such  companies.  In  de- 
termining this  question,  it  became  necessary  to  review  the 
legislation  on  the  subject,  and  to  construe  and  determine 
the  relation  between  sec.  1220  and  ch.  105,  Laws  of  1880. 
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We  have  already  referred  to  the  conclusion  arrived  at  in  the 
first  of  these  cases.  The  second  case  [99  Wis.  367]  involved 
the  right  of  the  state  to  insist  upon  the  payment  of  an  ad- 
ditional license  fee  of  $300  for  the  transaction  of  the  com- 
pany's accident  business.  It  seems  to  have  been  assumed 
that  the  fee  that  had  been  paid  by  the  company  was  for  the 
privilege  of  doing  its  life  insurance  business.  In  this  latter 
decision,  Mr.  Justice  Winslow  says:  "  When  it  was  held  that 
the  license  fees  were  levied  upon  the  business,  and  not  upon 
the  company  transacting  the  business,  it  necessarily  followed, 
under  the  provisions  of  sec.  1220,  R.  S.  1878,  that  a  foreign 
company  which  transacted  both  life  and  accident  business 
in  this  state  was  required  to  pay  two  fees  of  $300  each,  and, 
in  addition,  was  required  to  pay  two  per  cent,  upon  its  pre- 
vious year's  income  arising  from  the  accident  business."  The 
company  was  not  required  to  pay  the  additional  fee  of  $300 
because  it  was  doing  two  hinds  of  ImsinesSj  but  because  it 
was  doing  an  accident  business,  for  which  no  fee  had  been 
paid.  When  it  is  assumed  that  the  license  is  upon  the  busi- 
ness conducted,  the  conclusion,  and  the  only  conclusion  that 
can  possibly  follow,  is  that  any  company  doing  the  business 
of  accident  insurance  in  this  state  must  pay  the  fees  imposed 
by  both  of  the  statutes  mentioned.  If  the  company  con- 
ducts a  life  insurance  business  alone,  it  pays  the  fee  required 
by  sec.  1220.  If  it  does  only  an  accident  business,  it  must 
pay  the  fee  required  by  this  section,  and  the  additional  fee 
imposed  by  ch.  105.  If  it  does  both  kinds  of  business,  then 
it  must  pay  both  fees.  Any  other  construction  would  be 
absurd. 

On  the  question  of  practical  construction,  the  first  case 
decided  said,  in  effect,  that  these  statutes  were  not  doubtful 
or  ambiguous,  and  that  "a  customary  violation  of  the  plain 
language  of  the  law  gives  no  authority  for  continuing  such 
violation."  We  still  adhere  to  that  ruling.  The  mere  silence 
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of  the  state  o£3cials,  or  their  neglect  to  enforce  the  plain 
requirements  of  a  law,  is  not  sufficient  to  relieve  the  party 
from  its  obligations. 

By  the  Court. — The  motion  for  a  rehearing  is  denied,  with 
$25  costs. 


Thb  State  bx  bbl.  Thb  Mbtbopolttan  Flats  Glass  Insub- 
ANOB  Company  of  New  Tobk,  Appellant,  vs.  Fmoke, 
Commissioner  of  Insurance,  Bespondent. 

November  XS,  1898  ^February  Bl^  1899, 

Accident  insurance:  Plate  glass:  License  fees. 

A  oomxMiny  transacting  only  the  business  of  insuring  plate  glass 
against  injury  from  causes  other  than  fire  or  lightning  is  an  acci- 
dent insurance  company,  within  the  meaning  of  our  statutes  regu- 
lating the  business  of  insurance,  and  as  such  was  required  to  pay, 
for  the  privilege  of  doing  business  in  this  state,  an  annual  license 
fee  of  $300  under  sec.  1220,  R  S.  1878,  as  weU  as  two  per  cent  on 
its  gross  premiums  received  in  this  state,  under  ch.  105,  Laws  of 
1880. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dane 
county:  R.  G.  Siebecker,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

This  case  differs  from  the  preceding  case  of  State  ex  rd. 
Fidelity  <&  Casualty  Co.  v.  Frickey  antey  p.  107,  only  in  that 
the  relator  is  a  corporation  organized  for  and  engaged  in 
only  the  business  of  insuring  plate  glass  against  injury  other- 
wise than  by  fire.  Said  relator  commenced  business  in  the 
state  of  Wisconsin  in  1884,  anjl  has  annually  thenceforward 
paid  to  the  commissioner  of  insurance  two  per  cent,  on  its 
gross  premiums  received  in  this  state,  including  those  re- 
ceived in  1897,  and  has  applied  for  a  license  to  do  business 
for  the  year  beginning  March  1, 1898.  The  commissioner 
of  insurance  now  claims  that  in  each  of  said  years  from  1884 
to  1898  said  company  should  also  have  paid  the  license  fee 
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of  $300  required  by  sec.  1220,  R.  S.  1878,  from  all  companies 
engaged  in  the  business  of  accidental  insurance  in  the  state 
of  Wisconsin,  and  on  March  18, 1898,  refused  to  issue  a 
license  for  the  ensuing  year,  unless  said  license  fees,  amount- 
ing with  interest  from  the  dates  when  they  were  respect- 
ively due  to  $6,640,  were  paid.  The  relator  in  this  action 
prays  for  a  writ  of  numdamvs  requiring  the  respondent,  as 
commissioner  of  insurance,  to  issue  to  said  corporation  a 
license  authorizing  it  to  do  the  business  of  plate-glass  in- 
surance within  the  state  of  Wisconsin  during  the  period  of 
one  year,  commencing  March  1,  1898,  and  offers  to  pay 
whatever  sum  the  court  may  decide  is  legally  due. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  WinMer^  FlomderSy 
Smithy  BoWwm*  ds  VUaSj  and  oral  argument  by  -K  O.  Winkler. 

John  Z.  ErdaUy  first  assistant  attorney  general,  for  the 
respondent. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  December  16, 1898: 

Dodge,  J.  It  is  of  course  unnecessary,  again,  in  this  case 
to  discuss  the  questions  disposed  of  in  the  Fidelity  &  Cm' 
icalty  Company  Case.  That  accident  insurance  companies 
were  required  by  the  statutes  existing  in  March  of  the  pres- 
ent year  to  pay,  not  only  two  per  cent,  on  the  gross  premiums 
received  during  the  year  1897,  but  also  a  license  fee  of  $300, 
is  established,  as  also  the  conclusion  that  this  court  will  not 
by  mandamue  restrain  the  commissioner  from  making  the 
payment  of  any  delinquent  fees  for  past  years,  together 
with  interest  thereon,  a  condition  of  issuing  a  license, 
whether  or  not  an  action  to  recover  any  such  fees  would  be 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

The  relator  strenuously  contends,  however,  that  even 
though  such  conclusion  be  reached  with  reference  to  the 
Fidelity  &  Casualty  Company,  engaged  in  the  business  of 
insuring  against  death  or  injury  from  accidents  to  the  per- 
son of  the  assured,  yet  a  clear  distinction  exists  in  favor  of 
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the  present  corporation,  which  can  and  does  only  insure 
against  injuries  to  plate  glass  from  causes  other  than  fire ; 
insisting  that  snoh  a  company  does  not  come  within  the  de- 
scription of  sec.  1220,  imposing  a  $300  license  fee  on  "  every 
company  transacting  the  business  of  life  or  accidental  in- 
surance in  this  state ; "  arguing  with  much  force,  and  much 
support  from  the  authorities,  that  at  and  prior  to  the  year 
1878,  when  sec.  1220  was  adopted  as  a  revision  of  statutes 
existing  since  1870,  the  words  "  accident  insurance  "  or  "  ac- 
cidental insurance  "did  not  embrace  anything  besides  insur- 
ance against  accidents  to  the  person  insured, —  citing  to  this 
proposition  Beach,  Ins.  §  211,  to  which  might  added  Bouv. 
Law  Diet.  (1897),  1076;  Employers*  L.  Ass.  Corp.  v.  Merrill, 
155  Mass.  404. 

If  it  be  conceded,  however,  that  sec.  1220,  which  imposes 
the  $300  license  fee  upon  every  company  doing  the  business 
of  accident  insurance  in  this  state,  would  not,  when  enacted, 
have  applied  to  the  relator,  it  follows  that  the  relator  could 
not  at  that  time  have  engaged  in  its  peculiar  business  in  the 
state  of  Wisconsin.  Sec.  1978  provided:  "No  corporation, 
association,  partnership,  or  individual  shall  do  any  business 
of  insurance  of  any  kind,  or  make  any  guaranty,  contract  or 
pledge  for  the  pajonent  of  annuities  or  endowments,  or 
money  to  the  families  or  representatives  of  any  policy  or  cer- 
tificate holder,  or  the  like,  in  this  state,  or  with  any  resident 
of  this  state,  except  according  to  the  conditions  and  restric- 
tions of  these  statutes.  And  the  term  insurance  corpora- 
tion, as  used  in  this  chapter,  may  be  taken  to  embrace  every 
-corporation,  association,  partnership,  or  individual  engaging 
in  any  such  business."  It  could  not  be  contended  that  any 
other  section  than  1220  could  be  so  applicable  to  the  busi- 
ness of  plate-glass  insurance  as  to  authorize  its  conduct  in 
the  state. 

By  ch.  105,  Laws  of  1880, "  accident  insurance  companies  " 
were  authorized  to  insure  against  injuries  to  property  by 
oauses  other  than  fire  or  lightning;  and  no  other  statute  is 
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pointed  out,  or  believed  to  exist,  which  could  authorize  the 
conduct  of  the  relator's  business  in  the  state  from  that  time 
until  the  Wisconsin  Statutes  of  1898.  It  must  be  assumed, 
therefore,  that  its  applications  for  licenses  from  1884  onward 
have  been  made  and  granted  under  the  authority  of  the  last- 
mentioned  statute  [ch.  105,  Laws  of  1880].  It  will  be  observed, 
however,  that  ch.  105,  Laws  of  1880,  authorizes  this  kind 
of  business  to  be  done  only  by  accident  insv/rcmce  companiesy 
which  expression  is,  of  course,  to  have  the  same  meaning  aa 
elsewhere  in  the  insurance  statutes;  this  act  of  1880  being 
not  an  isolated  piece  of  legislation,  but  p«irt  of  a  system  of 
statutory  regulation  of  insurance  business.  We  seem,  there- 
fore, to  be  driven  into  a  dilemma  which  may  be  stated  as  fol- 
lows :  If  a  company  transacting  only  the  business  of  insuring 
plate  glass  against  injury  from  causes  other  than  fire  or  light- 
ning is  an  accident  insurance  company,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  insurance  regulations,  then  sec.  1220  of  the  Eevised 
Statutes  has  required  that  it  pay  each  year  a  license  fee  of 
$300.  If,  however,  such  a  company  is  not  an  accident  insur- 
ance company,  it  has  no  authority  to  conduct  its  business  in 
this  state.  Being  driven  into  this  dilemma,  we  have  next  ta 
consider  which  horn  of  it  to  choose, —  whether  to  decide  that 
the  expression  "  accident  insurance  companies,"  in  ch.  105, 
Laws  of  1880,  was  used  in  a  strictly  limited  sense,  meaning 
only  companies  which  are  engaged  in  the  business  of  insuring 
against  accidents  to  the  person  of  the  assured,  and  is  an  au- 
thority only  to  that  class  of  companies  to  do  the  additional 
business  of  insurance  against  injuries  to  property  from  causes 
other  than  fire,  or  to  hold  that  the  legislature  in  1880  meant 
to  legislate  that  all  of  said  varieties  of  insurance  should  come 
under  the  classification  of  accidental  insurance  and  might 
be  written  in  this  state  by  any  corporation  authorized  so  to 
.  do  by  its  charter,  whether  also  authorized  to  write  insurance 
for  personal  accidents  as  well  or  not. 

It  would  seem,  in  view  of  the  development  of  the  business 
apparent  from  the  records  in  the  office  of  the  commissioner 
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of  insurance  and  from  the  showing  of  this  relator,  that  the 
interests  of  the  citizens  of  Wisconsin  demanded  plate-glass 
insurance,  and  we  may  therefore  infer  that  the  legislature  in 
1880  meant  to  recognize  and  provide  for  this  demand.  In 
order  to  accomplish  that  result  fully,  the  latter  construction  is 
necessary,  namely,  that  a  company  authorized  by  its  charter 
merely  to  write  insurance  against  injuries  to  property  by 
causes  other  than  fire  is  authorized  to  do  business  in  this 
state,  and,  as  a  result,  that  it  is  legislatively  declared  to  be 
an  accident  insurance  company,  within  the  meaning  of  our 
statutes. 

The  adoption  of  this  construction  of  the  statute  does  no 
violence  to  its  language.  Accident  insurance,  colloquially, 
easily  includes  insurance  against  injuries  to  plate  glass.  Nor 
is  it  one  of  which  the  relator  certainly  can  complain,  for 
ever  since  1884  that  company  has  availed  itself  of  the  privi- 
lege of  doing  business  in  this  state,  and  can  have  found  its 
authority  nowhere  save  in  such  a  construction  of  this  statute 
of  1880. 

The  relator  is  therefore  in-  the  same  position,  and  subject 
to  the  same  charges,  as  the  Fidelity  &  Casualty  Company, 
and  was  required  by  law  to  pay  each  year,  not  only  two  per 
cent,  on  its  gross  premiums  received  in  this  state,  but  also, 
on  or  before  March  1st  of  each  year,  a  license  fee  of  $300. 
The  circuit  court  was  right  in  refusing  a  peremptory  writ  of 
iryamdcmivs^  to  compel  issue  of  license  until  these  annual' fees 

4 

be  paid,  with  interest  from  the  several  dates  when  they  were 
respectively  due  by  law. 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 

Upon  a  motion  for  a  rehearing  there  was  a  brief  for  the 
appellant  by  WinMer^  Flcmders^  Smithy  Bottiim  <J&  VilaSy 
and  a  brief  for  the  respondent  by  E,  li.  Jllcks,  Attorney 
General. 

The  motion  was  denied  February  21,  1899. 
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108  i»  Skobis  and  another,  Respondents,  vs.  Ferge  and  others,  He- 
log  i2st\  spondents,  and  The  Board  of  Kegents  of  the  Univeb- 
1^    18  siTY  OF  Wisconsin,  Appellant. 

f  105  822 


i?^  jS  February  4 — February  $1, 1899. 


Assignment  of  chose  in  action:  Liability  of  debtor  to  assignee:  Consent: 
Partial  assignments:  jpriority:  Regents  of  university:  Contracts: 
Oral  modifications. 


102        12a 

112       '594 

112       ^596 

112       '598 

112       '600 

I  56 1^  175    1,  A  contractor  for  work  on  a  building  procured  from  the  architects 

X^        1®  several  certiRcates  of  the  amounts  which  he  had  earned  in  different 

56  l<&i   175  departments  of  the  work,  in  advance  of  the  time  fixed  bj  the  con- 

tract for  payment,  and  delivered  them  to  subcontractors  for  those 
departments,  with  intent  thereby  to  assign  the  corresponding  por- 
tions of  the  fund  to  which  he  was  to  become  entitled.  Heldj  that 
there  was  in  equity  an  effectual  assignment  as  between  the  parties 
and  as  against  the  contractor's  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
under  a  voluntary  assignment  subsequently  made. 
%  Greneral  information  that  his  creditor  is  likely  to  borrow  on  the 
credit  of  a  debt,  or  that  he  has  in  other  instances  borrowed  upon 
it,  or  a  mere  suspicion  that  the  creditor  might  have  made  an  as- 
signment to  others,  does  not  render  a  debtor  liable  to  an  assignee 
in  respect  to  payments  made  to  the  original  creditor  before  receiv- 
ing exact  and  specific  notice  of  the  assignment.  • 
8.  The  assent  of  the  debtor  is  essential  to  the  existence  of  a  direct 
liability  to  the  assignee  of  a  part  of  a  fund  in  the  hands  of  one  not 
a  banker. 
4  The  chairman  of  a  special  committee  of  the  board  of  regents  of  the 
state  university  charged  with  the  general  direction  of  certain  work 
has  no  authority,  unless  the  same  has  been  given  him  by  the  board, 
to  modify  the  written  contract  which  the  board  has  authorized  in 
respect  to  such  work. 
6.  A  conversation  between  a  contractor  and  the  chairman  of  a  special 
committee  of  the  board  of  regents  which  has  general  direction  of 
the  performance  of  the  contract  is  not  binding  on  the  board  to 
vary  the  terms  of  the  written  contract  thereafter  formally  exe- 
cuted. 
6.  No  verbal  explanations  or  assurances  by  individual  members  of  the 
board  of  regents  could  bind  the  board  to  an  agreement  either  to 
pay  or  to  guarantee  the  amount  of  a  subcontract,  nor  subject  the 
public  moneys  under  its  control  to  liability  in  excess  of  that  au- 
thorized by  the  board. 
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7.  Where  the  contractor  for  work  on  a  building  for  the  board  of  regents, 
having  obtained  from  the  architects  several  certificates  of  amounts 
earned,  assigned  them  at  the  same  time  to  subcontractors  to  apply 
on  existing  debts  to  the  latter,  and  the  board  of  regents  did  not 
consent  to  any  of  the  assignments  so  as  to  become  liable  to  the 
assignees,  the  equities  of  the  assignees  are  equal,  irrespective  of 
any  priority  in  giving  notice  to  the  board. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dane 
county:  R.  G.  Siebeokeb,  Circuit  Judge,    lieversed. 

In  March,  1896,  the  Boa/rd  of  Regents  of  the  University  of 
Wiscon^irij  having  decided  to  make  certain  additions  and 
repairs  to  Ladies'  Hall,  entered  into  a  contract  with  Thomas 
K.  Bentley,  of  Milwaukee,  for  the  construction  thereof,  to 
be  completed  by  January  1,  1897,  for  the  sum  of  $50,742, 
to  be  paid,  $5,000  on  the  1st  of  August,  1896;  $10,000  on 
the  1st  of  October,  1896;  and  the  balance  between  Febru- 
ary 1  and  March  1, 1897;  "all  payments  to  be  made  upon 
written  certificates  of  the  architects  to  the  effect  that  such 
payments  have  become  due."  Before  the  making  of  said 
contract,  the  board  of  regents  appointed  a  subcommittee, 
designated  as  the  Ladies'  Hall  committee,  which  continued 
throughout  the  performance  of  the  contract,  and  had  gen- 
eral direction  thereof.  John  W.  Bashford  of  Hudson  was 
chairman  of  that  committee.  After  the  contract  had  been 
awarded  by  the  board  itself,  and  signed  by  the  chairman  of 
the  executive  committee,  and  taken  to  Milwaukee  by  Bash- 
ford,  the  contractor,  Bentley,  complained  that  the  extreme 
postponement  of  payments  would  embarrass  him,  and  re- 
quested that  the  architect  might  from  time  to  time  issue 
certificates  of  completion  of  parts  of  the  work  without  re- 
gard to  the  contract  dates  of  payment,  which  he  could  use 
in  raising  money  and  otherwise  in  carrying  out  the  con- 
tract, to  which,  it  is  claimed,  assent  was  given  by  John  W. 
Bashford  verbally.  The  contract  was  thereupon  signed  by 
Bentley,  who  at  once  entered  actively  upon  the  work  of 
construction,  and  seems  to  have  pushed  the  same  with  great 


124         SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.         [102 

Skobis  and  another  vs.  Ferge  and  others. 

vigor,  so  that  on  May  25, 1896,  the  architects.  Ferry  &  Clas, 
certified  that  he  had  become  entitled  to  the  payment  of 
$3,000,  payable  as  per  contract  August  1,  1896,  and  on 
July  2d  certified  that  he  was  further  entitled  to  the  pay- 
ment of  $6,000,  as  per  contract.  On  August  31, 1896,  Bent- 
ley  again  applied  to  the  architects  for  certification  of  the 
amount  earned,  and  the  architects,  at  his  request,  issued  to 
him  five  certificates,  namely:  One  of  $2,000,  which  varied 
from  the  ordinary  certificates  only  in  describing  him  as 
"contractor  for  iron  work;  ^'  one  of  $450,  which  described 
him  as  "contractor  for  painting  and  glazing;"  one  of 
$1,800,  which  described  him  as  "  contractor  for  the  plumb- 
ing and  gas  fitting;"  one  of  $600,  Which  described  him  as 
"  contractor  for  the  tin  and  galvanized  iron  work;  "  and  one 
of  $12,000,  which  described  him,  as  did  all  of  the  others,  as 
"  contractor  for  an  addition  to  and  remodeling  of  Ladies' 
Hall." 

Shortly  after  the*  issue  of  the  five  certificates  on  August 
31st,  viz.  on  or  about  September  1st,  Bentley  delivered  the 
$2,000  certificate  to  the  plaintiflfs,  Skobis  Bros. ;  the  $450 
certificate  to  Thomas  P.  Nelson,  who  shortly  afterwards 
assigned  it  to  the  defendants  Rohde  &  Patek  Bros. ;  the 
$1,800  certificate  to  William  Owens;  and  the  $600  certifi- 
cate to  Stephenson  &  Studeman,  in  consideration  of  sums 
owing  them  severally  for  work  as  subcontractors.  These 
transactions,  it  was  found  by  the  trial  court,  were  intended 
as  assignments  of  the  several  amounts  of  the  certificates. 
Neither  Skobis  Bros,  nor  Stephenson  &  Studeman  made  any 
attempt  to  notify  the  board  of  their  assignments  until  after 
final  settlement  had  been  made  with  Bentley,  nor  until  after 
his  failure.  Rohde  &  Patek  Bros.,  on  October  10th,  gave 
written  notice  to  the  secretary  of  the  board  of  the  assign- 
ment to  them.  The  secretary  immediately  replied,  refusing 
to  recognize  them,  and  saying  that  payments  would  be  made 
only  to  Bentley.     The  evidence  is  indefinite;  but  the  court 
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finds  that,  within  a  few  days  after  receiving  said  certificate, 
Owens  duly  presented  the  same  to  Riley,  the  secretary  of  the 
board,  notified  him  that  he  held  the  same,  and  thereafter, 
a.nd  prior  to  February,  1897,  informed  B.  J.  Stevens,  a  mem- 
ber of  said  board  and  chairman  of  the  executive  committee, 
that  he  held  said  certificate ;  and  that  on  or  about  February 
7, 1897,  he  again  presented  said  certificate  to  said  Riley, 
secretary,  who  informed  him  that  the  said  certificate  would 
be  paid,  and  also  that  Bentley's  bills  for  estimates  had  been 
allowed,  and  "  I  better  see  him."  The  fact  of  presentation 
to  Riley  soon  after  receipt  of  the  certificate,  as  found  by  the 
court,  has  very  doubtful,  if  any,  support  in  the  evidence, 
but,  in  the  view  taken  of  this  case,  it  is  not  material  to  the 
decision.  It  is  also  claimed  by  Mr.  Owens  that  he  entered 
into  the  subcontract  with  Bentley  to  do  the  plumbing  and 
gas-fitting  upon  a  guaranty  by  the  board  of  regents  that 
they  would  see  that  he  was  paid.  The  evidence  on  that 
subject  appears  in  the  opinion. 

Payments  were  made  .to  Bentley  from  time  to  time,  by 
resolutions  of  the  executive  committee  of  the  board  of  re- 
gents, as  follows:  On  August  3d,  $9,000;  September  24th, 
$2,000;  October  5th,  $8,000;  November  2d,  $11,000;  De- 
cember 8th,  $1,791.65;  and  February  4:th,  $18,000,  the  last 
payment  being  made  after  the  full  completion  of  the  work, 
and  leaving  a  balance  unpaid,  of  combined  contract  price 
and  extras,  of  $2,833.69.  On  February  11,  1897,  Bentley 
made  a  voluntary  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  to 
defendant  Ferge. 

Much  evidence  was  offered  and  received  to  establish  that 
Bashford  knew,  before  the  contract  was  entered  into,  and 
that  Riley,  the  secretary,  and  perhaps  some  other  members 
of  the  board,  had  knowledge,  in  the  course  of  the  perform- 
ance of  the  contract,  that  Bentley  was  borrowing  money  on 
the  faith  of  what  he  was  to  receive  on  the  contract,  and 
was  using  the  certificates  from  the  architects,  declaring  the 
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amount  which  had  been  earned,  as  an  aid  in  so  doing ;  but 
there  is  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  any  of  the  board 
of  regents  had  notice  of  any  purpose  on  the  part  of  Bentley 
to  assign  portions  of  the  moneys  coming  due  on  the  con- 
tract to  any  of  these  subcontractors. 

The  defendant  Ferge  claims  that  the  transactions  between 
Bentley  and  the  several  holders  of  said  certificates  were  not 
^uch  as  to  work  an  equitable,  or  any,  assignment  of  the 
funds  in  the  hands  of  the  board  of  regents,  and  that  there- 
fore he,  as  assignee,  is  entitled  to  said  balance  of  $2,833.69. 
The  several  holders  of  said  certificates  contend  that  said 
transactions  did  constitute  equitable  assignments  to  them, 
and  that  thereby  the  defendant  the  board  of  regents  be- 
came indebted  to  them  for  the  amounts  specified  in  said 
respective  certificates.  The  defendant  the  board  of  regents 
contends  both  that  said  transactions  were  not  sufficient  to 
constitute  assignments  to  the  several  holders  thereof,  and, 
further,  that,  even  if  so  sufficient,  the  board  of  regents  was 
chargeable  with  no  liability  to  said  assignees;  and,  after 
interpleading  all  of  these  various  interests,  it  prayed  that  it 
might  be  allowed  to  deposit  the  balance  of  $2,833.69  in 
court,  and  be  dismissed,  with  its  costs.  The  court  adopted 
substantially  the  contention  of  the  holders  of  certificates, 
and  rendered  judgment  against  the  board  of  regents  in 
favor  of  each  of  them  for  the  amounts  of  their  respective 
certificates,  with  interest  thereon  from  the  15th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1897,  and  for  taxable  costs.  From  these  judgments, 
consolidated  in  one  and  aggregating  $5,310.47,  the  board  of 
regents  brings  this  appeal.  ' 

The  cause  was  first  argued  on  November  26, 1898. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  \ij  F.  A.  Odger^  and 
oral  argument  by  Mr,  Oeiger  and  Mr,  Oeo.  H.  Noyes,  They 
argued,  inter  alia^  that  the  transfer  of  the  architects'  certifi- 
cates did  not  amount  to  an  equitable  assignment  of  portions 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  contract  to  the  holders.    The  assignor 
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still  retained  control  of  the  fund.  Ghrist/mas  v.  Ru88eUy  14 
Wall.  69 ;  Dirvmple  v.  State  Barik^  91  Wis.  601 ;  Baillie  v. 
StephensoTiy  95  Wis.  500;  Cowperthwaite  v.  Sheffield^  3  N.  T. 
243.  If  these  subcontractors  were  equitable  assignees,  it. 
was  their  duty,  in  order  to  protect  their  title  to  the  funds, 
to  give  prompt  notice  to  the  regents.  Their  failure  to  do  so 
was  gross  and  culpable  negligence.  Spain  v,  Hamilton's 
Adm?r,  1  Wall.  604;  2  Pomeroy,  Eq.  Jur.  §§  695,  698,  702; 
Wade,  Notice,  §  435;  Judson  v.  Carcorany  17  How.  612; 
Bank  of  Harlem  v.  Bayonne^  48  N.  J.  Eq.  246 ;  Meghan  v. 
MiUsy  9  Johns.  63;  Trustees  of  Union  College  v.  Wheder^  61 
N.  T.  88;  Yam,  Kev/ren  v.  Cc/rlcmSy  66  N".  T.  77;  Loorrds  v. 
Loomisy  26  Yt.  203.  The  notice  should  be  sufficiently  pre- 
cise to  put  the  defendant  fully  on  his  guard  as  to  the  fact  of 
such  assignment,  and  he  should  have  understood  it.  Benton 
V.  MoTmieVy  77  Cal.  450 ;  Crouch  v,  MuUery  141  N.  T.  495 ; 
Heermans  v,  EUsworthy  64  N.  T.  159;  Cahoon  v.  Morga/Hy  38 
Vt.  234;  Stoddard  v.  OaJOory  90  K  T.  579;  Beck  v.  CdUy  16 
Wis.  99. 

For  the  respondents  there  were  separate  briefs  by  Mo- 
Elroy  &  EschwevLeTy  attorneys  for  Shohis  Bros.y  Nath.  Pere- 
les  c&  SonSy  attorneys  for  Rohde  cfe  PateTc  Bros.y  and  R.  M, 
La  FoUette  and  Gilbert  E,  Roey  attorneys  for  William  Owens 
and  Stephenson  cfe  Studeman;  and  the  cause  was  argued  orally 
by  W,  J.  McEVroyy  C  F.  HunteVy  and  Mr.  Roe.  They  argued, 
among  other  things,  that  the  transfer  of  the  architect's  cer- 
tificates did  constitute  equitable  assignments  of  portions  of 
the  funds,  and  that  the  regents  had  sufficient  notice  thereof. 
BaiUie  v.  Stephensouy  95  Wis.  500;  6  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of 
Law,  656 ;  Fairbamks  v.  Sa/rgenty  6  L.  E.  A.  475 ;  Williams  v. 
IngersdUy  89  N.  T.  508 ;  Pass  v.  McReay  36  Miss.  143 ;  Eimr 
haU  V.  Donaldy  20  Mo.  577;  Ga/msey  v.  Gardnery  49  Me.  167; 
Wade,  Notice,  §§  437,  438;  Hackett  v.  Martvthy  8  Me.  77; 
Parker  v.  Ka/aey  4  Wis.  16;  Commercial  BamJc  v.  Colty  15 
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Barb.  506 ;  Smith  v.  Smithy  2  Cr.  &  M.  231 ;  Chapman  v, 
Flumm£T^  36  Wis.  263;  Feme  v.  I/mdameT^  63  Wis.  20; 
Arpin  V.  BuTch^  68  Wis.  619;  Lcmigan^s  Achn?r  v.  Bradley 
lib  a  Co.  50  K  J.  Eq.  201;  Crouch  v.  MuUer,  141  K  T.  495; 
(Jnton  Iron  Works  Co.  v.  Kilgore,  65  Minn.  497;  I/mer  v. 
Dumij  115  N.  T.  405;  Helms  v.  Chadhowme^  45  Wis.  60,  70; 
BHnJcma/n  v.  Jones^  4A  Wis.  498.  The  approval  by  the  board 
of  regents  of  these  certificates  amounted  to  an  acceptance 
thereof,  and  they  were  bound  to  retain  in  their  hands  suffi- 
oient  funds  to  meet  them  when  presented.  Industrial  Bank 
V.  Bowesy  165  111.  70;  Funk  v.  Babbitt,  166  111.  408;  Meads 
V.  Merchants^  Bank,  25  N.  T.  143;  Spring  v.  S.  C.  Ins.  Co. 
8  Wheat.  268;  CuHer  v.  MoCormickj  48  Iowa,  406;  Garland 
V.  Barrmgton,  51  N.  H.  409;  McCarthy  v.  Mt.  Tecarte  L.  (& 
W.  Co.  110  Cal.  687;  ChesnutHiU  R.  Co.  v.  Chase,  14  Conn. 
123;  BarUett  v.  Fear  son,  29  Me.  9;  Cummings  v.  FuUam, 
13  Yt.  434;  CreigUon  v.  Hyde  F ark,  6  111.  App.  272-274. 
The  following  opinion  was  filed  December  16, 1898 : 

DoDOB,  J.  The  court  having  reached  the  conclusion  that 
the  defendant  the  board  of  regents  is  not  liable  beyond  the 
balance  of  $2,833.69  remaining  in  its  hands  and  by  its  an- 
swer offered  to  be  paid  into  court;  also,  that  the  defendant 
Ferge  is  not  entitled  to  any  part  thereof;  there  remains  the 
question  how  the  fund  should  be  apportioned  among  the  four 
assignees,  viz.,  the  plaintiffs  Skobis  Brothers  and  the  defend- 
ants Kohde  &  Patek  Brothers,  Stephenson  &  Studeman,  and 
William  Owens.  This  question,  necessarily  involved  in  di- 
recting final  judgment,  was  not  argued  either  in  oral  argu- 
ments or  in  the  printed  briefs.  We  have  therefore  concluded 
to  order  a  reargument  of  the  case  upon  that  single  question. 

By  the  Court. —  Ordered  accordingly,  that  such  reargu- 
ment be  set  at  the  foot  of  the  second  assignment  of  the  Jan- 
uary, 1899,  term. 
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The  cause  was  reargued  February  4, 1899. 

F.  A.  Oeiger^  for  the  appellant. 

For  the  respondents  there  were  separate  briefs  by  Mc- 
Elroy  <&  EachweUeTy  attorneys  for  Skobis  Bros.;  Ndth.  Per- 
des  <&  SonSj  attorneys  for  Rohde  &  Patek  Bros.;  and  R.  M. 
La  FoUette  and  Gilbert  F.  Roe^  attorneys  for  Owens  and 
Stephenson  cfe  Studemcm;  and  the  cause  was  argued  orally 
by  (7.  F.  Hunter. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  February  21, 1899 : 

Dodge,  J.  1.  The  first  question  to  be  decided  is  whether 
the  transactions  had  by  Bentley  with  these  several  subcon- 
tractors were  sufficient,  as  between  themselves,  to  effect  equi- 
table assignments  of  portions  of  the  fund  to  which  he  was  to 
become  entitled  by  the  performance  of  his  contracts.  "Any 
transaction  between  the  contracting  parties  which  indicates 
their  intention  to  pass  the  beneficial  interest  from  one  to 
the  other  is  sufficient  for  that  purpose."  Chapmom  v.  Plum- 
Toer^  36  Wis.  265.  "  It  [the  assignment],  in  the  final  analysis, 
all  depends  on  the  intention  of  the  parties.  If  they  intended 
it  to  be  an  assignment  of  the  fund,  equity  will  so  treat  it. 
In  order  to  constitute  an  assignment  in  equity  of  a  debt  or 
chose  in  action,  no  particular  form  is  necessary.  Any  order, 
writing,  or  act  which  makes  an  appropriation  of  the  fund, 
amounts  to  an  equitable  assignment."  BaiZUe  v.  Stephenson^ 
95  Wis.  500-502. 

The  acts  themselves  are  not  in  much  doubt,  but  the  infer- 
ences to  be  drawn  from  them  as  to  the  understanding  and 
purposes  of  the  parties  are;  but,  being  doubtful,  we  yield  to 
the  finding  of  the  circuit  court  that  the  delivery  of  the  cer- 
tificates was  intended  by  the  parties  to  be  effective  as  assign- 
ments. This  conclusion  disposes  adversely  of  the  claim  of 
the  defendant  Ferge^  assignee  for  benefit  of  creditors  of  said 
Bentley,  for  he  stands  in  the  shoes  of  Bentley,  and  can  claim 

no  rights  which  Bentley  could  not  have  claimed  at  the  time 
Vol.  102—9 
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of  the  assignment,  February  11, 1897.  Hawks  v.  Pritzlaffy 
51  Wis.  160;  Pease  v.  Lamdamer,  63  Wis.  20,  26;  S.  L.  Shel- 
don Co.  V.  Mayers,  81  Wis.  627,  630. 

2.  The  next  and  much  more  disputed  question  is  whether 
or  not  the  board  of  regents  is  liable  to  these  assignees,  or 
any  of  them.  The  authorities  are  overwhelming,  and  almost 
^vithout  dissent,  that  n,o  assignment  of  a  chose  in  action  can 
have  any  effect  upon  the  debtor  or  fund  holder,  or  interfere 
with  his  dealing  with  the  fund,  until  brought  to  his  notice. 
Spain  V.  Hamilton's  Adm*r,  1  Wall.  604;  Ward  v,  Morrisony 
25  Yt.  593;  Zoomis  v.  Zoomis,  26  Vt.  198;  Schilling  v.  Mid- 
len,  55  Minn.  122;  Mowry  v.  Crockery  6  Wis.  326.  The  sub- 
stitution of  a  new  creditor  is  in  derogation  of  the  rights  of 
the  debtor,  and  was  strictly  prohibited  by  the  ancient  rules 
of  the  common  law.  It  is  only  by  relaxation  of  those  rules, 
in  deference  to  the  convenience  of  trade,  that  such  assign- 
ments have  been  recognized  at  all,  and  now  enable  a  direct 
suit  where  the  entire  claim  is  assigned  to  one  assignee,  which, 
formerly  in  equity,  can  now  be  at  law  by  virtue  of  such 
statutes  as  sec.  2605,  Stats.  1898.  If^a^i.  Exch.  Bank  v.  McLooUy 
73  Me.  498;  Little  v,  Portland,  26  Oreg.  235;  Chapman  i\ 
Plummer,  36  Wis.  262,  266.  The  fact,  however,  of  such  sub- 
stitution of  a  new  creditor  must,  in  order  to  make  the  debtor 
liable  to  the  assignee,  be  brought  home  to  the  debtor  with 
much  exactness  and  certainty  before  he  has  paid  the  debt. 
The  rule  of  notice  to  him  is  much  more  stringent  than  that 
which  may  defeat  the  title  of  2^  purchaser  of  a  chose  in  action 
or  of  real  estate.  The  latter  is  free  to  purchase  or  refuse  to 
purchase  sis  he  chooses,  and  therefore  it  is  his  duty,  before 
acting,  to  trace  out  any  reasonable  doubt  and  inform  himself 
of  the  true  facts  as  soon  as  anything  arises  to  put  him  on  in- 
quiry. But  the  debtor  is  not  so  situated.  He  must  pay  to 
his  original  creditor  when  the  debt  is  due,  unless  he  can  es- 
tablish affirmatively  that  some  one  else  has  a  bettor  right. 
The  notice  to  him,  therefore,  must  be  of  so  exact  and  specific 
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a  character  as  to  convince  him  that  he  is  no  longer  liable  to 
such  original  creditor,  and  to  place  in  his  hands  the  means 
of  defense  against  him,  or  at  least  the  information  necessary 
to  interplead  the  assignee.  Chri^tinds  v.  Russell^  14  Wall. 
69,  84;  Brady  v.  Loving^  70  111.  App.  191;  In  re  Tichener^ 
35  Beav.  817. 

In  no  case  could  general  information  that  his  creditor  was 
likely  to  borrow  on  the  credit  of  the  debt,  or  that  he  had  in 
other  instances  borrowed  upon  it,  nor  any  mere  suspicion 
that  he  might  have  made  assignment  to  others,  alone  place 
the  debtor  in  the  predicament  of  paying  his  original  cred- 
itor, at  the  peril  of  being  held  liable  to  any  one  who  might 
prove  to  be  an  assignee.  The  conversation  between  Bentley 
and  Bash  ford,  in  Milwaukee,  in  which  request  was  made  for 
the  issue  of  architects'  certificates  to  be  used  in  raising  money, 
is  claimed  to  have  amounted  to  notice  that  Bentley  expected 
to  make  assignments;  but,  even  conceding  such  force  to  it, 
the  regents  could  not  thereby  have  been  charged  with  such 
notice  of  any  specific  assignments  as  would  hold  them  liable 
to  an  assignee  under  the  rule  just  stated,  Nor  would  the 
knowledge,  if  such  they  had,  that  Bentley  had  assigned 
other  certificates  to  banks  or  others. 

With  reference  to  an  assignment  of  part  only  of  a  fund 
in  the  hands  of  one  not  a  banker  nor  bound  in  advance  to 
consent  to  partial  assignments,  the  weight  of  authority  is  in 
favor  of  a  still  more  stringent  rule  in  protection  of  the  debtor. 
While  the  prohibition  of  the  ancient  common  law  against 
the  assignability  of  claims,  so  as  to  substitute  a  new  cred- 
itor, has  been  relaxed,  so  that  now  an  assignee  of  the  whole 
fund  may,  by  virtue  of  the  Code  provisions  that  the  party 
in  interest  shall  sue,  maintain  an  action  at  law  directly 
against  the  debtor,  the  relaxation  has  not  been  extended  so 
as  to  take  away  the  protection  of  the  other  rule  that  a  debt 
cannot,  at  the  will  of  the  creditor,  without  consent  of  the 
debtor,  be  split  up,  and  several  suits  maintained  thereon, 
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whether  by  assignment  or  otherwise.  The  debtor  has  a  right 
to  pay  his  debt  in  soUdo^  and  to  refuse  to  be  subjected  to 
suits  by  several  claimants;  and  no  notice  of  an  assignment 
of  a  part  of  a  debt,  no  matter  how  complete  in  equity  as  be- 
tween the  assignor  and  assignee,  can  destroy  this  right  of  the 
original  debtor  without  his  consent.  MtmdevUle  v.  Wdchj 
5  Wheat.  277;  James  v.  Newton^  142  Mass.  366;  Bosworth 
V.  Jacksonville  NaL  BanJcy  64  Fed.  Rep.  615;  Price  v.  The 
ElmbanTc^  72  Fed.  Rep.  610;  Leonard  v.  M.^  K.  &  T.  R.  Co. 
68  Mo.  App.  48.  The  question  has  not  been  definitely  pre- 
sented in  Wisconsin,  but  the  intimation  of  the  previous  cases 
in  this  court  is  to  the  effect  that  the  assent  of  the  debtor  is 
essential  to  the  existence  of  direct  liability  to  the  assignee 
of  part  of  a  fund.  Leonard  v.  Burgess^  16  Wis.  41;  Oundry 
V.  Vivian^  17  Wis.  436;  Pease  v.  Landanier,  63  Wis.  20,  28. 
Applying  this  rule  to  the  case  at  bar,  it  is  obvious  that 
the  fund  holder,  the  board  of  regents,  at  the  time  of  the  final 
payment  to  Bentley,  was  under  no  liability  to  any  of  the  as- 
signees, unless  to  the  assignee  Owens  by  virtue  of  a  special 
agreement  claimed  to  exist  in  his  behalf  (which  will  be  dis- 
cussed later),  for  the  reason  that  there  had  been  no  consent 
by  the  board  to  severance  of  the  fund,  or  to  liability  to  the 
individual  assignees.  True,  it  is  apparently  claimed  by  the 
plaintiffs  and  other  assignees  that  the  transactions  between 
Bashford  and  Bentley  in  Milwaukee,  before^ the  signing  of 
the  written  contract,  had  some  such  effect;  such  contention 
being  predicated  upon  the  argument  that  it  was  thereby 
agreed  that  the  architects'  certificates  to  be  issued  were  to 
be  given  a  sort  of  currency,  to  pass  from  hand  to  hand  as 
Bentley  might  choose  to  use  them;  and  the  court  finds  that 
it  was  agreed  that  they  should  be  issued  upon  the  under- 
standing that  Bentley  was  to  use  them  in  raising  money. 
We  do  not  think  either  the  evidence  or  the  finding  estab- 
lishes even  an  attempted  agreement  to  the  extent  claimed, 
as  the  certificates  could  well  have  been  "  used  in  raising 
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money  "  otherwise  than  by  assignment  of  the  amounts  cer- 
tified to  be  due  therein.  The  solvency  of  the  fund  holder, 
the  regents,  was  of  course  beyond  question;  and  the  fact  of 
an  indebtedness,  of  which  the  certificates  were  some  evidence, 
Avas  a  good  basis  of  credit  on  which  Bentley  might  have 
borrowed,  especially  if  his  reputation  for  financial  integrity 
was  reasonably  good,  to  the  contrary  of  which  nothing  ap- 
pears. Whatever  may  have  been  the  terms  of  that  conver- 
sation, however,  it  constituted  no  agreement,  binding  on  the 
board  of  regents,  varying  the  terms  of  the  written  contract 
formally  signed  by  Bentley  and  by  the  chairman,  under 
authority  of  the  board.  This  defendant  is  not  a  mere  pri- 
vate corporation,  but  is  an  instrument  for  performing  one  of 
the  functions  of  the  state  government.  Its  powers  are 
strictly  limited  by  law,  and  all  persons  dealing  with  it  have 
the  same  knowledge  as  its  own  members  of  the  powers 
which  it  or  any  of  its  officers  may  exercise.  The  moneys 
which  it  handles  are  not  corporate  or  private  moneys,  but 
moneys  of  the  state  of  Wisconsin.  No  authority  is  shown 
to  exist  in  Mr.  Bashf ord  to  enter  into  any  agreement  which 
should  modify  the  written  contract  the  board  had  authorized. 
In  the  absence  of  such  showing,  no  presumption  or  intend- 
ment can  be  entertained  to  support  his  authority.  Further, 
the  evidence  discloses  beyond  dispute  that  all  of  the  conver- 
sation upon  which  the  above  finding  and  argument  are  pred- 
icated took  place  before  the  signing  of  the  written  contract, 
and  necessarily  the  latter  must  be  conclusively  taken  to  ex- 
press the  whole  terms  of  the  contract  between  the  parties. 
The  moneys  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  regents,  and 
offered  to  be  paid  in  court,  are  more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  claim  of  Owens,  and  therefore  the  question  whether  there 
was  any  binding  contract  with  him,  giving  peculiar  rights 
as  against  the  defendant  regents,  is  not  material  to  this 
branch  of  the  case.  No  obligation,  duty,  or  equity,  as  against 
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the  regents,  is  shown  on  behalf  of  any  or  all  of  the  assignees 
which  cannot  be  more  than  satisfied  by  the  $2,833.69,  which 
thev  tender  into  court.  The  board  cannot  be  held  liable, 
therefore,  beyond  that  balance. 

After  reaching  this  point,  a  reargument  was  ordered,  and 
had,  as  to  the  priorities,  if  any,  between  the  several  assignees 
in  the  fund  so  to  be  paid  into  court. 

It  is  claimed  by  defendants  Rohde  &  Patek  Bros,  that 
they  are  entitled  to  priority,  because  they  first  gave  notice  to 
the  regents.  That  notice  was,  however,  immediately  repudi- 
ated, and  they  were  notified  that  the  regents  would  pay  only 
to  Bentley.  Owens  claims  priority  both  because  he  gave 
notice, —  which  need  not  be  heeded,  for  the  board  made  no 
consent  to  the  assignment  to  him, —  and  also  because  of  an 
agreement,  which  he  claims  to  have  had,  either  that  the 
regents  would  pay  him  the  amount  of  his  subcontract,  or 
that  they  guaranteed  the  payment  thereof  by  Bentley.  Both 
his  testimony  and  the  findings  are  quite  ambiguous  as  to  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  claimed  to  have  been  made,  seem- 
ingly asserting  both  an  original  undertaking  to  pay  him,  and 
also  an  agreement  to  guarantee  that  Bentley  would  pay  him. 
Their  only  support  consists  in  Owena^a  own  testimony,  from 
which  it  appears  that  Bentley  objected  to  a  separate  con- 
tract for  plumbing,  because  he  could  not  co.ntrol  the  time 
of  its  performance,  whereupon  a  conversation  was  had  be- 
tween Mr.  Stevens,  a  member  of  the  board,  Riley,  Bentley, 
and  Owens.  Owens  says:  "  Then  it  was  fixed  that  I  should 
simply  get  the  money  through  Mr.  Bentley.  I  was  given 
to  understand  that  they  would  see  me  paid  if  I  would  take 
it  through  Mr.  Bentley.  I  don't  know  who  made  the  sug- 
gestion that  they  would  fix  things  that  way.  It  was  one  or 
the  other.  .  .  .  The  reason  I  made  the  contract  with 
Bentley  was  because  I  was  assured  that  I  should  be  paid  by 
the  regents.    I  believe  Mr.  Stevens  said  so,  though  I  ain't 
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sure  he  said  it.  I  believe  it  was  one  of  the  members  of  that 
committee.  - .  .  .  The  understanding  was  I  was  to  take 
my  money  from  Bentley." 

The  resolution  adopted  by  the  board  awarded  the  entire 
contract  to  Bentley,  on  condition  that  he  give  the  preference 
to  Mr,  0wen8j  provided  Owens  did  the  entire  plumbing  for 
$3,800 ;  otherwise,  Bentley  could  make  any  other  arrange- 
ments therefor.  Thereafter  Owens  and  Bentley  entered  into 
a  written  contract  as  follows:  "I  will  furnish  material,  etc., 
for  $3,800 ;  gas  fitting,  $250,  additional  to  above.  The  above 
proposition  is  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  the  general 
contract  entered  into  by  the  regents  and  Thomas  E.  Bent- 
ley. Accepted  April  22, 1896."  (Signed  by  Oioens  and  Bent- 
ley.) Owens'^ s  conduct  also  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  orig- 
inal liability  of  the  board  to  him.  All  of  his  applications 
for  money  pending  the  performance  of  the  work  were  not 
to  the  regents,  but  to  Bentley,  who  paid  him  $1,200  at  one 
time,  and  $800  at  another.  After  obtaining  the  $1,800  cer- 
tificate in  controversy, —  which,  it  will  be  observed,  was  not 
a  promise  to  pay  to  any  one,  but  a  certificate  that  that 
amount  of  plumbing  had  been  done  under  the  contract, — 
he  insisted  on  its  transfer  by  Bentley  to  him.  As  late  as 
February,  he  was  satisfied  with  the  assurance  that  payment 
to  Bentley  had  been  ordered  and  he  better  see  young  Bent- 
ley, and,  when  Bentley  made  assignment  for  benefit  of  cred- 
itors, Owens  made  proof  of  his  entire  claim  against  his  estate. 

On  the  other  hand,  both  Eiley  and  Stevens  contradict  any 
such  verbal  agreement  as  is  testified  to,  asserting  that  the 
transaction  was  merely  an  effort  to  secure  for  Oxoens^  to 
whom  they  were  apparently  friendly,  the  subcontract  for 
plumbing. 

This  evidence  seems  to  us  to  fall  far  short  of  establishing 
:any  understanding  even  on  Owens^s  part  that  the  board  as- 
sumed direct  liability  to  him;  but,  whether  that  be  so  or 
not,  the  transactions  related  fail  utterly  to  bind  the  regents 
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to  any  sach  undertaking  as  is  claimed.  The  only  act  done 
by  them  Tvas  to  award  the  entire  contract  to*  Bentley  and 
authorize  its  signature  by  the  chairman  of  the  executive 
committee.  No  verbal  explanations  or  assurances  made  by 
individual  members  could  bind  this  corporation  to  an  agree- 
ment either  to  pay  or  to  guarantee  the  amount  of  Oweiu's 
subcontract,  nor  subject  the  public  moneys  under  its  control 
to  liability  in  excess  of  that  authorized  by  the  board. 

"While  there  is  much  conflict  as  to  the  rule  governing  suc- 
cessive assignments  of  an  entire  claim,  some  courts  holding 
that  the  prior  assignment  in  time  is  entitled  to  priority, 
while  others  hold  that  a  subsequent  assignee  for  value  with- 
out notice  gains  priority  by  first  notifying  the  fund  holder, 
the  holding  as  to  partial  assignments  is,  without  much  dis- 
pute, that  notice  to  the  debtor  is  ineffectual  unless  he  con- 
sents—  that  it  imposes  upon  him  no  duty  or  liability  to  the 
assignee.  James  v.  Newton^  142  Mass.  366;  Pease  v,  Lan- 
dauevy  63  Wis.  20.  In  the  present  case,  there  seems,  there- 
fore, to  be  no  superior  equity  in  favor  of  any  of  the  claimants. 
The  board  of  regents  did  not  consent  to  any  of  the  assign- 
ments so  as  to  become  liable.  They  did  not  make  any  agree- 
ment with  Owens  either  to  pay  or  guarantee  him.  None  of 
the  assignees  is  a  holder  for  value,  for  the  assignments  were 
all  made  to  apply  on  existing  debts;  and, finally,  there  is  no 
priority  in  time,  for  the  assignments  and  deliveries  are  all 
found  to  have  taken  place  "on  or  about  September  1st." 

We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  equities  of  the  four  as- 
signees are  equal,  and  that  upon  payment  into  court  by  the 
board  of  regents  of  the  sum  of  $2,833.69,  as  tendered  in  their 
answer,  judgment  should  be  entered  dismissing  the  com- 
plaint as  to  them,  and  dividing  the  fund  between  Skobis 
Bros.,  Rohde  &  Patek  Bros.,  Stephenson  &  Studeman,  and 
WiUiam  Owens,  in  proportion  to  the  architects'  certificates 
held  by  them  respectively.  The  prayer  of  defendant  JTenry 
Fergeh  answer  should  be  denied.    Appellant  will  recover  its 


Wis.] 


JANTJAET  TEEM,  1899. 


13T 


Brown  vs.  The  Chicago  &  Northwestern  R  Ckx 

taxable  costs  in  this  court  and  in  the  circuit  court,  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  funds  in  its  hands.  No  costs  will  be  taxed  for  or 
against  any  of  the  other  parties. 

By  the  Court —  Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
Avith  directions  to  enter  judgment  in  accordance  with  this 
opinion. 


Bkown,  Administrator,  Appellant,  vs.  The  Chicago  &  North- 
western Eailway  Company,  Eespondent. 

Nov&mber  £8, 1898  ^February  IBl,  1899. 

Death  by  wrongftU  act:  For  whose  benefit  action  can  he  maintained: 
Pleading:  Survival  of  action  for  injuries  to  person, 

1.  The  liability  created  by  sec.  4255,  Stats.  1898,  in  case  of  the  death  of 

a  person  by  an  actionable  injury  for  which  such  person  could  have 
recovered  damages  if  death  had  not  ensued,  is  for  the  benefit  pf  cer- 
tain relatives  of  the  decedent  mentioned  in  sec.  4250,  Stats.  1898,  and 
in  default  of  such  relatives  there  is  no  liability. 

2.  In  an  action  for  damages  under  said  sections,  if  the  complaint  fails 

to  show  the  then  existence  of  relatives  entitled  to  benefit  by  the 
recovery,  it  is  fatally  defective. 

8.  Under  sec.  4253,  Stats.  1898,  actions  for  injuries  to  the  person  survive, 
though  death  ensue  from  the  injury. 

4  The  right  of  action  for  an  injury  to  the  person  which  survives  under 
sec.  4253  is  separate  and  distinct  from  the  loss  to  surviving  relatives 
recoverable  under  sees.  4255  and  4256. 

5.  If  a  person  die  from  the  effects  of  an  actionable  personal  injury,  not 
having  received  satisfaction  for  his  damages,  action  therefor  for 
the  benefit  of  his  estate  may  be  prosecuted  to  satisfaction  after 
his  death.  [Whether  such  satisfaction  in  advance  of  an  action 
under  sees.  4255  and  4256,  if  circumstances  exist  rendering  such  lat- 
ter sections  applicable  in  any  event,  would  be  a  bar  to  such  action, 
not  decided.] 
[Syllabus  by  Marshall,  J.] 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dane  county: 
R.  G.  SiEBECKER,  Circuit  Judge.    lieversed. 
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Action  to  recover  damages  for  a  personal  injury  to  Au- 
gust Zilmer,  deceased,  and  also  damages  for  his  death.  The 
complaint  states  all  formal  matters,  and,  in  substance,  that 
on  the  29th  day.  of  August,  1895,  at  the  incorporated  vil- 
lage of  Deerfield  in  this  state,  at  a  crossing  of  defendant's 
railroad  with  a  public  street  in  such  village,  August  Zil- 
mer was  traveling  on  the  street  with  due  care,  riding  in  a 
wagon  drawn  by  a  horse,  and  while  so  circumstanced  de- 
fendant's servants  caused  one  of  its  locomotives  to  approach 
and  go  onto  and  over  the  crossing  at  an  unlawful  rate  of 
speed,  to  wit,  forty  miles  an  hour,  without  in  any  manner 
signaling  such  approach,  whereby,  without  contributory 
fault  of  Zilmer,  the  locomotive  struck  his  horse  and  wagon, 
and  threw  him  with  great  force  and  violence  on  the  ground, 
bruising  and  wounding  him  upon  his  head,  body,  and  limbs, 
thereby  causing  him  to  suffer  great  mental  and  physical 
pain,  from  the  effects  of  which  he  on  the  same  day  died,  to 
the  plaintiff's  damage  in  the  sum  of  $5,000.  The  complaint 
further  stated  that  the  deceased  left  no  wife  or  father  or 
mother  or  children,  but  left  some  brothers  and  sisters,  and 
stated  facts  showing  that  a  pecuniary  loss  was  sustained  by 
them  by  reason  of  his  wrongful  death,  to  the  extent  of 
$5,000.  The  defendant  demurred  generally  to  the  com- 
plaint, which  demurrer  was  sustained,  and  from  the  order 
accordingly  entered  this  appeal  was  taken. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  Bushn^llj  Roger's 
cfe  naUj  and  oral  argument  by  -4.  R,  Bushnell, 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Fish^  Gary^ 
Upham  dk  Blacky  and  oral  argument  by  John  T,  Fish. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  December  16, 1898: 

Marshall,  J.  Two  questions  are  presented  on  this  ap- 
peal :  (1)  Can  brothers  and  sisters  of  one  wrongfully  killed 
recover  damages  from  the  wrongdoer  to  compensate  them 
for  the  pecuniary  loss  thereby  sustained  ?    (2)  Does  a  cause 
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of  action  for  damages  to  a  person,  because  of  an  injury  from 
the  effects  of  which  death  ensues,  survive  to  his  adminis- 
trator for  the  benefit  of  his  estate  ?  The  decision  of  either 
of  these  questions  in  favor  of  the  appellant  must  result  in  a 
reversal  of  the  order  appealed  from. 

Actions  for  death  losses  sustained  by  surviving  relatives 
are  wholly  statutory,  and  therefore,  unless  clearly  thus  given, 
do  not  exist  at  all.  The  subject  in  this  state  is  covered  by 
sees.  4255,  4256,  Stats.  1898,  which  provide  that  if  the  death 
of  a  person  be  caused  by  the  wrongful  act  of  another  under 
such  circumstances  that  if  death  had  not  ensued  such  person 
could  have  recovered  of  such  other  damages  for  his  injury, 
such  other  shall  be  liable  to  an  action  for  damages  notwith- 
standing the  death,  such  action  to  be  brought  and  prosecuted 
in  the  name  of  the  personal  representative  of  the  deceased 
person  for  the  benefit  of  the  husband  or  widow  of  such  per- 
son if  there  be  such  surviving,  otherwise  for  the  benefit  of 
such  person's  lineal  descendants,  or,  in  default  of  such  de- 
scendants, such  person's  lineal  ancestors.  We  are  asked  to 
hold  that  by  such  statutes  the  right  of  action  for  the  wrong- 
ful death  of  a  person  is  conditional  only  upon  the  circum- 
stances being  such  that  if  death  had  not  ensued  the  decedent 
could  have  proceeded  against  the  wrongdoer  for  damages. 
If  the  statute  were  susceptible  of  that  construction,  in  any 
reasonable  view  of  the  language  used,  and  we  think  it  is 
not,  the  contrary  view  has  beeil  too  long  established  as  its 
true  meaning  to  leave  the  matter  open  to  question  at  this 
time.  In  Woodward  v.  C.  <&  N.  W.  R,  Co,  23  Wis.  400,  de- 
cided thirty  years  ago,  it  was  held  that  unless  a  person 
named  in  the  statute  as  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  recovery 
when  obtained  be  shown  to  be  in  being  by  the  allegations 
of  the  complaint,  the  calls  of  the  statute  are  not  satisfied 
and  the  action  for  damages  for  the  death  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. That  is  in  line  with  the  numerous  decisions  in  this 
country  and  England  where  similar  statutes  exist,  as  abun- 
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dantly  appears  in  the  opinion  of  the  learned  chief  justice  in 
the  case  cited,  and  the  numerous  authorities  cited  there  by 
counsel.  It  has  never  been  since  questioned  successfully  in 
this  court,  but  on  the  contrary  has  been  repeatedly  affirmed. 
Topping  v.  St,  La/wrence^  86  Wis.  526 ;  Regan  v.  C,  M.  c6  St 
P.  R,  Co,  51  Wis.  599;  Gores  v.  Graff,  77  Wis.  174;  Schmidt 
V.  Menasha  W.  W.  Co.  99  Wis.  300. 

The  reasonableness  of  that  construction  is  fully  realized 
when  one  considers,  as  the  fact  is,  that  the  action  for  a  death 
loss  to  a  surviving  relative  is  not  a  right  by  survivorship  to 
the  claim  which  existed  in  favor  of  the  injured  person  in  his 
lifetime.  If  that  right  of  action  exist  at  all,  it  is  for  the 
benefit  of  the  estate  under  the  statute,  to  be  hereafter  con- 
sidered under  the  .second  point  made  by  appellant.  The 
death  loss  act  of  the  English  statute  (9  &  10  Vict.  93),  com- 
monly called  "  Lord  Campbell's  Act,"  and  the  various  laws 
of  a  similar  kind  that  have  been  modeled  after  it,  gave  a 
new  cause  of  action  unknown  to  the  common  law,  for  the 
benefit  of  certain  designated  classes  of  surviving  relatives. 
Such  relatives  do  not  take  the  cause  of  action  for  damages 
to  the  deceased  by  transfer  to  them  by  operation  of  law,  or 
otherwise,  but  are  enabled  by  statute  to  recover  the  pecuniary 
loss  to  themselves  caused  by  the  wrongful  taking  off  of  the 
decedent,  the  continuation  of  whose  life  would  have  been 
beneficial  to  them.  As  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Obton  in 
Topping  v,  St.  Zawrenoe,  86  Wis.  526,  the  action  accrues  to 
the  surviving  beneficiary  mentioned  in  the  statute  by  reason 
of  the  death  of  the  injured  person  caused  by  the  wrongful 
act  of  another.  It  is  strictly  not  proper  to  say  that  it  is  a 
cause  of  action  which  survives;  it  is  rather  a  new  action  by 
sees.  4255  and  4256,  which  can  be  brought,  not  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  estate,  but  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  beneficiaries 
named  in  the  statute. 

Counsel's  contention  is  that  the  liability  is  made  absolute 
by  sec.  4255,  and  therefore  is  not  limited  by  the  following 
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section  which  designates  who  shall  be  the  beneficiaries.  As 
before  indicated,  that  question  has  long  been  foreclosed  in 
this  court,  contrary  to  counsel's  contention ;  nevertheless,  if 
the  question  were  now  presented  for  the  first  time,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  section  giving  the  right  is  coupled  with 
the  section  for  its  enforcement,  it  would  appear  to  be  a  very 
plain  proposition  that  such  remedy  is  exclusive  and  neces- 
sarily limits  the  right  to  those  for  whose  benefit  it  may  be 
enforced,  i.  e.  to  the  particular  beneficiaries  named  and  in 
their  order,  that  is,  husband  or  widow,  if  there  be  such,  other- 
wise lineal  descendants,  and,  in  default  of  such,  lineal  an- 
cestors. 

On  the  question  of  whether  a  cause  of  action  for  injury  to 
the  person  survive  to  his  personal  representative  in  case  death 
ensue  therefrom,  this  court  held  in  the  aflirmative  in  Leiir 
Toann  v.  Farwelly  95  "Wis.  185,  construing  what  is  now  sec.  4253, 
Stats.  1898,  which  provides  generally  that  actions  for  the 
recovery  of  damages  to  the  person  shall  survive.  The  sub- 
ject there  received  most  careful  consideration,  and  no  reason 
is  perceived  now  for  changing  the  ruling  there  made. 

The  learned  counsel  for  respondent  contend,  Avith  much 
learning,  that  the  section  last  referred  to,  and  sees.  4255  and 
4256  of  the  statutes,  giving  a  right  of  action  to  relatives  in 
certain  circumstances  specified,  should  be  construed  together, 
so  as  to  limit  actions  that  survive  under  sec.  4253  to  cases 
where  death  does  not  ensue  from  the  injury.  That  claim 
has  the  merit  of  being  supported  by  decisions  elsewhere 
under  similar  laws,  but,  looking  only  to  the  language  of  the 
statutes,  no  good  reason  is  perceived  for  resorting  to  con- 
struction at  all  to  determine  their  meaning.  The  language 
seems  too  plain  to  allow  that.  We  have  not  even  good  rea- 
son for  saying,  as  some  courts  have,  that  the  statutes  were 
enacted  at  the  same  time,  or  went  into  effect  at  the  same 
time,  and  it  is  therefore  unreasonable  to  hold  that  the  legis- 
lature intended  to  give  two  rights  of  action  at  the  same  time 
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for  one  injury.  The  law  of  this  state  conferring  upon  sur: 
viving  relatives  the  right  to  recover  their  pecuniary  loss 
caused  by  the  wrongful  taking  off  by  death  of  a  husband, 
wife,  child,  father,  or  mother,  has  existed  for  over  forty 
years,  while  the  law  reviving  the  right,  in  favor  of  the  per- 
sonal representatives  of  a  deceased  person,  to  his  claims  for 
damages  to  his  person,  was  not  enacted  till  188Y.  But  inde- 
pendent of  that  circumstance,  as  before  observed,  the  lan- 
guage of  the  two  provisions  is  plain.  They  refer  to  entirely 
distinct  losses  recoverable  in  different  rights, —  the  one  in 
the  right  of  the  deceased  for  the  loss  occasioned  to  him ;  the 
other  in  the  right  of  the  surviving  relatives  for  the  loss  to 
them.  Both  are  dependent  on  the  injury,  but  only  one  de- 
pendent on  the  death  with  surviving  relatives  to  take  under 
the  statute.  The  language  of  one  provision  is  that  "  actions 
for  personal  injuries  shall  survive,"  and  of  the  other,  "  in 
case  of  the  death  of  a  person  by  the  wrongful  act  of  another," 
under  certain  circumstances  named,  the  wrongdoer  "  shall 
be  liable  to  an  action  for  damages  notwithstanding  the 
death  of  the  person  injured,  if  the  death  be  caused  in  this 
state."  The  only  condition  of  the  right  of  action  in  the 
former  case  is  the  existence  of  the  actionable  claim  for  dam- 
ages at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  injured  party.  The 
statute  creates  no  new  liability,  but  prevents  the  lapsing  by 
death  of  an  old  one.  The  only  condition  of  liability  under 
the  other  provision  is  the  existence  of  an  actionable  claim 
in  the  right  of  the  injured  party  at  the  time  of  his  death 
and  the  existence  of  the  beneficiaries  mentioned  in  the  stat- 
ute. The  liability  of  the  wrongdoer,  while  dependent  on 
the  condition  named,  is  not  on  the  actionable  claim  called 
for  to  satisfy  such  condition,  but  on  a  new  right  created  by 
the  statute, —  the  right  of  the  surviving  relatives  to  com- 
pensation for  the  loss  which  falls  upon  them.  The  language 
of  the  statutes,  when  viewed  in  the  light  of  the  evident  leg- 
islative purpose,  is  too  plain  to  justify  courts  in  interpolat- 
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mg  into  them  language  not  there  by  necessary  implication 
from  the  context,  in  order  to  make  them  accord  with  the 
ideas  of  judges  as  to  the  best  legislative  policy.  The  judi- 
cial function,  we  need  not  say  here,  does  not  extend  so  far. 
It  calls  for  a  firm  adherence  to  the  law  as  written,  if  valid, 
without  regard  to  individual  opinions  as  to  its  being  good 
or  bad.  In  this  we  do  not  intend  to  suggest  that  the  law 
in  question,  as  construed  here,  is  a  bad  law.  On  the  con- 
trary there  appears  to  be  much  wisdom  in  providing  that  a 
person  who  wrongfully  causes  a  personal  injury  to  another, 
shall  not  profit  by  that  other's  death,  so  far  as  actual  dam- 
ages go,  either  to  the  deceased  person  or  to  the  wife,  hus- 
band, or  lineal  descendants  or  ancestors  of  such  person. 

True,  as  claimed  by  the  learned  counsel  for  respondent, 
and  before  indicated,  several  courts,  for  whose  judgment  we 
entertain  high  regard,  in  construing  similar  statutes  have 
decided  that  the  right  of  action  to  surviving  relatives  is  ex- 
clusive, and  that  the  personal  injury  action  that  survives 
under  sec.  4253  does  not  include  those  where  death  ensues 
from  the  injury.  A  good  example,  among  others  cited  in 
counsel's  brief,  is  Ilolton  v,  Daly,  106  111.  131.  That  learned 
court  reasons  that  there  is  but  one  ground  of  liability, —  the 
wrongful  act;  and  as  all  claims  for  damages  grow  out  of  the 
one  wrong  it  is  unreasonable  to  say  the  legislature  intended 
there  shall  be  two  causes  of  action  based  upon  it;  that  the 
more  reasonable  view  is  that  the  act  making  causes  of  action 
for  personal  injuries  survive  should  be  considered  as  refer- 
ring to  a  special  class  of  actions,  not  included  in  those  named 
in  the  general  provision  giving  a  right  of  action  to  surviving 
relatives ;  that  without  that  construction  there  would  be  a 
repugnance  between  the  two  provisions.  The  fallacy  of  that 
reasoning  is  easily  apparent.  True,  in  the  circumstances 
named,  there  is  but  one  wrongful  act,  but  that  is  not  the 
sole  ground  of  action  in  the  right  of  the  deceased  or  the 
survivor.    It  takes  the  wrongful  act  and  the  loss  to  make 
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the  complete  cause  of  action,  and  as  the  loss  to  the  person 
upon  whom  the  injury  is  inflicted  must  be  recovered  by  or 
in  his  right,  and  the  loss  to  the  surviving  relatives  by  or  in 
their  right,  the  causes  of  action  are  clearly  distinct.  It  does 
not  require,  apparently,  much  clearness  of  mental  perception 
to  discover  that  if  several  persons  are  made  to  suffer  pecun- 
iary loss  by  one  wrongful  act,  each  may  very  properly  have 
his  independent  cause  of  action  and  remedy  for  the  loss  re- 
sulting to  him,  and  that,  generally,  in  order  to  do  complete 
justice,  in  the  absence  of  some  provision  for  a  recovery  for 
the  benefit  of  all  and  a  distribution  of  the  proceeds,  separate 
causes  of  action  must  necessarily  exist. 

The  views  of  the  Illinois  court  accord  with  the  judgment 
of  the  supreme  court  of  Kansas.  MoCa/rihy  v.  CI,  R,  L  & 
P.  R.  Co.  18  Kan.  46;  Eureka  v.  MerrifiM^  53  Kan.  794; 
Mart/m  v.  M.  P.  R.  Co.  58  Kan.  475.  It  is  significant  that 
the  former  treats  the  act  for  the  survivorship  of  the  right  to 
recover  damages  to  the  deceased  for  the  benefit  of  his  es- 
tate as  a  special  provision,  and  that  for  the  benefit  of  sur- 
viving relatives  as  a  general  act,  and  that,  giving  them  a 
literal  interpretation,  they  are  repugnant  to  each  other  in 
part;  while  the  latter  reverses  the  situation,  treating  the 
act  of  the  claim  for  damages  to  the  deceased  as  general,  and 
that  for  the  benefit  of  surviving  relatives  as  special,  the  lat- 
ter being  intended  to  take  away  the  right  of  survivorship 
for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  which  would  otherwise  be  given 
by  a  literal  reading  of  the  former  provision.  The  fallacy  of 
both  processes  of  reasoning  grows  out  of  a  f  ailureto  observe 
the  distinction  between  the  wrong  and  the  resulting  loss ; 
that  though  there  be  but  one  wrongful  act  and  one  physical 
injury,  there  may  be  several  persons  that  suffer  distinct 
losses,  some  of  which  are  actionable  at  common  law  and  some 
actionable  dependent  on  the  statute.  Justice  Beewkk,  who 
was  a  member  of  the  Kansas  court  at  the  time  the  first  deci- 
sion there  was  rendered,  and  concurred  in  it,  referring  to  the 
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subject  when  he  was  later  called  upon  to  consider  the  mat- 
ter as  a  member  of  the  Federal  bench,  in  the  case  of  HuXberi 
V.  Topeha^  reported  in  34  Fed.  Rep.  510,  said,  substantially, 
that  he  doubted  the  correctness  of  his  former  opinion,  and 
followed  it  only  in  deference  to  the  settled  judicial  policy 
of  Kansas,  the  cause  being  one  that  arose  there ;  that  the 
basis  of  recovery  under  the  two  provisions  of  law  under  con- 
sideration, the  one  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  of  the  deced- 
ent and  the  other  for  the  benefit  of  his  surviving  relatives, 
are  entirely  distinct,  the  former  being  based  on  survivorship 
of  the  claim  of  the  deceased,  taking  no  note  of  the  pecuniary 
loss  to  relatives,  and  the  other  on  survivorship  of  relatives 
mentioned  in  the  statute,  taking  no  note  of  damages  to  the 
decedent;  that  the  latter  proceed  regardless  Qf  whether  the 
death  was  instantaneous  or  followed  after  months  of  pain 
and  suffering,  being  damages  to  relatives  by  death  to  be 
measured  by  their  pecuniary  loss  caused  thereby;  while  the 
former  is  for  loss  that  would  otherwise  be  a  permanent  in- 
jury to  the  estate  itself.  For  further  illustrations  of  the  dis- 
tinction, the  following  in  Mr.  Justice  Wilson's  opinion  in 
Needham  v,  O.  T.  R,  Co.  38  Vt.  294,  is  quoted  by  Justice 
Beeweb:  "The  principles  on  which  the  intestate's  cause  of 
action  rested  at  common  law  are  the  same,  irrespective  of  the 
cause  of  his  death."  It  "died  with  his  person  but  is  revived 
by  the  statute  in  favor  of  his  administrator."  It  includes 
"nothing  more  than  his  intestate's  cause  of  action.  The 
statute  simply  revives  but  does  not  enlarge  the  common-law 
right  of  the  intestate."  The  provision  for  surviving  rela- 
tives "introduced  principles  wholly  unknown  to  the  com- 
mon law,  namely,  that  the  value  of  a  man's  life  to  his  wife 
and  next  of  kin  constitutes  a  part  of  his  estate."  "  Such 
damages  to  the  widow  and  next  of  kin  begin  where  the 
damage  of  the  intestate  ended,  viz.  with  his  death." 
'  The  weakness  of  the  theory  that  the  action  for  injuries  to 
the  person,  which  survive,  includes  only  those  not  covered 
Vol.  lost— 1ft 
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by  the  statute  for  the  benefit  of  surviving  relatives,  is  fur- 
ther illustrated  by  the  fact  that  courts  adhering  to  that 
view  uniformly  refer  to  Read  v.  O.  E.  R.  Go.  L.  R  3  Q.  B. 
655.  The  decision  there  is  only  to  the  effect  that  if  ^n  in- 
jured person  have  satisfaction  of  his  claim  before  death,  the 
subsequent  death  from  the  injuries  does  not  confer  a  right 
of  action  upon  surviving  relatives;  that  such  right  exists 
only  where  there  is  an  injury  to  a  person  and  there  is  an 
existing  claim  for  damages  therefor  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
Justice  Blackbubn,  who  delivered  the  opinion,  said,  in  sub- 
stance, that  the  proper  construction  of  the  statute  is  that  it 
gives  a  right  of  action  to  certain  surviving  relatives  of  a 
person  when  death  was  caused  by  the  wrongful  act  of  an- 
other, where  he  had  not  received  satisfaction  in  his  lifetime, 
and  that  to  go  further  would  be  straining  the  language  of 
the  law.  That  seems  plain.  The  language  of  our  statute 
is  that  liability  of  the  wrongdoer  exists  where  the  deceased 
could  have  recovered  if  death  had  not  ensued.  That  clearly 
excludes  the  idea  that  where  the  decedent  receives  satisfac- 
tion for  his  injuries,  the  conditions  requisite  to  the  right  of 
surviving  relatives  may  exist  notwithstanding.  There  is 
nothing  in  Read  v.  O.  E.  R.  Co,^  in  conflict  with  Blake  v. 
Midlamd  R.  Go.  10  Eng.  Law  &  Eq.  443,  where,  in  a  very 
instructive  opinion  by  Coleridge,  J.,  it  is  said  that  Lord 
Campbell's  act  does  not  transfer  to  the  surviving  relatives 
mentioned  the  claim  for  damages  previously  possessed  by 
the  deceased,  but  gives  to  them  an  independent  cause  of  ac- 
tion for  damages  peculiarly  incident  to  their  relation  to  the 
deceased.  The  two  cases  are  often  cited  to  opposite  views, 
but  are  in  fact,  when  correctly  understood,  in  perfect  har- 
mony. The  one  holds  that  the  right  of  the  relatives  named 
in  the  statutes  is  separate  and  distinct  from  that  possessed 
by  the  deceased;  the  other,  that  the  right  of  the  relatives 
is  contingent  on  the  death  of  the  injured  person  without, 
having  satisfied  his  claim  for  damages. 
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"With  proper  regard  for  the  argument  of  the  learned  coun- 
sel for  respondent,  we  cannot  well  close  this  discussion  with- 
out some  review  of  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Ehode  Island  in  Zubrano  v.  AUantio  MiUa^  19  R.  I.  129, 
which  is  cited  to  our  attention  with  great  confidence.  The 
case  expressly  holds  with  the  Illinois  court  and  the  Kansas 
court,  that  the  statute  giving  the  right  of  action  to  personal 
representatives  of  a  person  wrongfully  killed,  for  the  bene- 
fit of  certain  relatives  named,  is  exclusive.  The  case  does 
not  throw  any  new  light  on  the  subject  under  consideration, 
except  as  to  the  inherent  weakness  of  the  reasoning  indulged 
in  to  support  the  theory  which  the  distinguished  court 
adopts.  Bead  v.  O.  E,  R.  Co.^  mpra^  is  cited  without  per- 
ceiving, apparently,  that,  as  before  indicated,  it  only  holds 
that  where  the  claim  of  the  deceased  person  is  extinguished, 
one  of  the  conditions  requisite  to  the  cause  of  action  for 
damages  under  Lord  Campbell's  act  is  impossible,  therefore 
statutes  on  that  subject  have  no  office  to  perform;  that  it 
has  no  bearing  on  the  question  of  whether,  in  the  absence 
of  such  extinguishment,  there  are  two  rights  or  causes  of 
action  for  distinct  and  separate  losses.  Again,  the  learned 
court  falls  into  an  error  heretofore  mentioned,  in  referring 
to  the  two  statutes  as  one  being  general  and  the  other  spe- 
cial, and  that  the  two  in  part  refer  to  the  same  subject, 
viewing  the  liability  of  the  wrongdoer  as  entire  merely  be- 
cause based  on  a  single  wrong.  As  we  have  seen,  each 
treats  of  a  distinct  species  of  loss,  and  for  that  is  general. 
There  is  no  question  of  repugnancy  or  implied  repeal  of  one 
provision  by  another  on  the  same  subject,  or  the  substitu- 
tion of  one  right  for  another,  to  be  considered,  if  we  give 
effect  to  the  plain  reading  of  the  law  and  not  attempt  to 
vary  it  because  of  consequences  which  to  some  minds  may 
appear  to  throw  unreasonable  burdens  upon  the  wrongdoer. 
It  must  be  presumed  that  the  legislature  had  all  these  mat- 
ters in  mind,  and  from  its  judgment  there  is  no  appeal. 
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The  Ehode  Island  court,  further  discussing  the  subject, 
speaks  of  the  right  of  survivorship  as  a  mere  remedy  given 
as  a  substitute  for  that  which  existed  in  the  right  of  the  de- 
cedent. Here  again,  there  is  a  confusion  between  rights  and 
remedies.  To  say  that  sec.  4255  of  our  statutes  gives  a  rem- 
edy for  the  one  that  at  common  law  lapsed  with  the  death 
of  the  decedent,  is  to  say  that  it  gives  a  new  remedy  for  a 
pre-existing  right.  But  there  was  no  such  pre-existing  right 
of  the  surviving  relatives  to  recover  their  loss  caused  by  the 
wrongful  death.  The  right  or  cause  of  action  itself  is  new, 
and  the  remedy  to  enforce  it  as  well,  as  observed,  in  effect,  in 
Topping  V.  JSt.  Lawrevicey  86  Wis.  526.  The  court  further,  in 
support  of  its  decision,  refers  to  Needhcmi  v  G,  T.  R,  Co. 
38  Vt.  300,  stating  that  the  Yermont  court  later,  in  Legg  v. 
Brittouy  64  Vt.  652,  overruled  its  former  judgment  on  the 
subject  of  whether  there  were  two  causes  of  action  in  the  cir- 
cumstances under  discussion.  A  careful  reading  of  the  opin- 
ion in  the  later  Vermont  case,  discloses  the  fact  that  it  is 
there  held,  in  perfect  harmony  with  the  early  case,  that  two 
causes  of  action  exist, —  one  in  the  right  of  the  estate,  and 
the  other  in  the  right  of  the  surviving  relatives  where  the 
cause  of  action  of  the  deceased  is  not  extinguished  before 
his  death.  The  court  said  that  the  extinguishment  of  the 
cause  of  action  in  the  right  of  the  deceased  was  a  bar  to  that 
in  favor  of  the  surviving  relatives.  There,  the  action  for 
damages  to  the  injured  person  was  brought  in  his  Ufetime 
and  prosecuted  to  judgment  and  satisfaction  after  his  death, 
and  the  court  said  that  under  such  circumstances  the  right 
of  the  deceased  was  extinguished  with  the  same  effect  as  if 
satisfaction  had  occurred  before  death,  therefore  that  the 
circumstances  requisite  to  the  application  of  the  statute, 
giving  the  right  of  action  to  the  widow  and  next  of  kin,  did 
not  exist.  Using  substantially  the  language  of  the  court: 
there  was  left  no  proper  office  for  the  act  for  the  benefit  of 
the  widow  and  next  of  kin  to  perform. 
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There  are  many  other  cases  bearing  on  the  subject  before 
ns,  but  they  do  not  add  anything  to  what  has  been  said,  or 
call  for  further  discussion,  so  we  shall  not  further  extend 
this  opinion  by  referring  to  them.  "We  are  well  satisfied 
that  sec.  4253  preserves  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  of  a  de- 
ceased person  the  cause  of  action  possessed  by  him  in  his 
lifetime  for  an  injury  resulting  in  his  'death,  and  that  it  is 
not  affected  in  any  way^  by  the  other  right  or  cause  of  ac- 
tion given  by  sees.  4255  and  4256  to  his  surviving  relatives 
to  recover  for  the  loss  sustained  by  them;  that  such  is  the 
plain  meaning  of  the  statutes,  and  that  if  the  language  used 
were  open  to  construction  at  all,  the  view  we  have  adopted 
is  supported  by  far  the  better  reasoning  and  the  greater 
weight  of  authority.  The  supreme  court  of  Michigan,  in 
Hurst  V.  Detroit  City  R^y^  84  Mich.  539,  quite  recently  had 
the  same  subject  under  consideration,  with  the  same  result 
at  which  we  have  arrived.  That  court  said,  in  effect,  that  a 
pecuniary  loss  sustained  by  a  surviving  relative  resulting 
from  a  wrongful  death,  recoverable  under  the  statute,  is  one 
thing;  and  that  damages  for  the  injury  to  the  deceased  is 
another ;  and  that  a  recovery  for  the  former  is  no  bar  to  an 
action  for  the  latter. 

Of  course,  there  is  no  question  as  to  whether  a  recovery 
on  one  claim  will  bar  an  action  for  the  other;  therefore, 
what  is  said  should  not  be  taken  as  deciding  that  question. 
We  have  referred  to  cases  holding  that  a  satisfaction  of  a 
claim  in  the  right  of  the  estate  leaves  the  statute  giving  the 
other  right  of  action  no  oflttce  to  perform,  merely  in  support 
of  the  position  that  the  two  statutes  deal  with  separate  and 
distinct  rights. 

The  complaint  demurred  to,  by  suflttcient  allegations,  shows 
that  plaintiff's  intestate  was  injured  by  actionable  negligence 
of  the  defendant,  and  that  he  lived  thereafter  some  period 
of  time.  The  length  of  time  he  survived  the  injury  is  not 
stated  and  is  not  material  except  as  to  the  damages  recov- 
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erable,  and  that  does  not  go  to  the  cause  of  action.  Bern- 
croft  V,  B.  (&  W,  R,  Corp,  11  Allen,  34 ;  SoUmbcch  v.  Berhshire 
E.  Co.  9  Gush.  4Y8;  TuUy  v.  Fitchhurg  B,  Co,  134  Mass.  499; 
Chandler  v.  If.  F.,  N,  H.  cJ&  H.  R.  Co,  159  Mass.  589 ;  Cor- 
coran V.  B.  (&  A.  R.  Co.  133  Mass.  507  i  KeUow  v.  C.  I.  R. 
Co.  68  Iowa,  470,  21  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  485.  Within  the 
principles  'stated  thje  complaint  states  one  cause  of  action, 
and  that  for  the  recovery  of  damages  which  the  deceased 
sustained  and  which  he  might  have  recovered  for  had  he 
lived.  Therefore  the  decision  of  the  trial  court  sustaining 
the  demurrer  to  the  complaint  must  be  reversed. 

By  the  CovH. —  The  order  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings  according  to  law. 

The  respondent  moved  for  a  rehearing,  and  the  following 
opinion  was  filed  February  21, 1899: 

Maeshall,  J.  The  motion  for  a  rehearing,  made  on  be- 
half of  the  respondent,  has  received  careful,  tireless,  and 
patient  consideration,  as  did  the  case  when  originally  con- 
sidered, notwithstanding  some  suggestions  to  the  contrary 
made  in  the  second  argument  of  the  distinguished  counsel 
who  made  such  motion.  It  is  not  considered  that  there 
was  any  warrant  for  such  suggestions.  They  had  no  proper 
place  in  counsel's  argument.  The  importance  of  the  case 
furnished  a.  sufficient  excuse  for  the  motion,  and  counsePs 
resources  for  legitimate  argument  are  too  well  known  to 
warrant  the  belief  that  there  was  any  necessity  of  resorting 
to  other  means  of  enforcing  their  logic,  even  by  way  of  em- 
phasis. Calm,  fair  consideration  of  legal  questions,  while 
not  as  necessary  to  the  proper  performance  of  the  duties  of 
counsel  as  those  of  the  court,  is  quite  as  helpful  in  the  one 
case  as  in  the  other.  It  would  be  well  to  bear  that  in  mind, 
especially  in  presenting  motions  for  re-argument.  The  sit- 
uation of  counsel  at  such  a  time,  especially  where  great  in- 
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terests  are  involved,  and  the  decision  disappoints  hopes  and 
convictions  bom  of  mnch  careful  study  of  a  subject,  is  well 
suited  to  test  to  the  uttermost  their  power  of  calm  consider- 
ation and  courteous  review  of  reasons  and  authorities  judi- 
cially declared  to  lead  to  and  require  the  decision  objected 
to.  But  whether  counsel  stand  successfully  such  test  or  not, 
the  duty  of  the  court  to  carefully  and  dispassionately  con- 
sider, and  judicially  determine,  the  questions  presented,  un- 
influenced by  any  other  consideration  than  to  discover  and 
pronounce  the  law  correctly,  remains  the  same. 

The  suggestion  of  the  learned  counsel  as  to  the  impor- 
tance of  this  case  and  the  far-reaching  character  of  the  de- 
cision rendered  is  fully  appreciated,  and  was  from  the  start. 
It  is  also  fully  appreciated  that  the  result  of  the  decision 
will  probably  be  additional  labor  for  this  court,  but  it  is  not 
perceived  why  that  can  by  any  possibility  change  the  law. 
Legislative  enactments  are  to  be  rigidly  enforced  within  con- 
stitutional limitations,  according  to  the  legislative  will.  If 
courts  were  permitted  to  read  them  so  as  to  minimize,  to 
any  degree,  judicial  labor,  or  to  adapt  them  to  individual 
notions  of  judges  as  to  the  best  governmental  policy,  it 
would  be  very  easy  to  nullify  or  change  the  written  law  so 
as  to  defeat  the  people's  will  and  destroy  the  very  founda- 
tion of  a  government  by  the  people.  So  the  menace  of  an 
increase  of  judicial  labor,  and  the  difficulties  of  administer- 
ing the  law  as  we  have  declared  it  to  be,  does  not  appear  at 
all  weighty  in  favor  of  changing  the  decision  heretofore 
rendered. 

"We  should  say  in  passing  that  the  suggested  difficulties 
in  administering  the  law,  and  danger  of  injustice  to  defend- 
ants, are  largely  imaginary,  and  will  gradually  disappear  as 
we  adapt  ourselves  to  the  new  conditions  which  the  revival 
statute  creates.  The  trial  judge  can  easily,  by  proper  in- 
structions, limit  the  ;recovery  in  a  revived  action  to  the  loss 
actually  caused  to  the  deceased  prior  to  his  death;  and  in 
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the  action  under  sec.  4255,  to  the  pecuniary  loss  sustained 
by  the  surviving  relatives  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  that 
provision.  If  the  two  causes  of  action  are  joined,  the  court 
can  readily  require  the  jury  to  make  separate  findings  as  to 
damages.  As  the  elements  entering  into  each  are  entirely 
distinct,  it  will  readily  be  seen  that  there  is  no  more  danger 
of  a  double  recovery  under  such  circumstances  than  in  any 
one  of  the  numerous  cases  that  might  be  suggested  where 
two  causes  of  action  result  from  a  single  wrong.  The  in- 
justice of  two  recoveries  for  distinct  grievances,  suggested 
by  the  learned  counsel  and  by  some  courts  that  have  taken 
the  view  pressed  upon  us,  is  not  perceived.  A  little  dispasr 
sionate  reflection  on  the  subject,  it  would  seem,  would  pre- 
vent unqualified  condemnation  of  the  legislative  wisdom 
that  says,  if  a  person  be  wrongfully  injured,  the  pain  and 
suflfering  and  expenses  to  him  in  consequence  thereof  shall 
not  be  lost  to  his  estate  by  the  circumstance  of  his  death 
from  the  injury  before  receiving  satisfaction  for  his  dam- 
ages, even  though  the  damages  to  his  surviving  relatives,  to 
satisfy  their  own  grievance,  may  be  recovered. 

What  has  been  said  sufficiently  meets  the  preliminary 
observations  and  reasons  given  in  the  argument  for  the  re- 
hearing. "We  will  now  endeavor  to  take  up  in  their  order 
the  objections  to  the  decision,  relied  upon. 

It  will  not  be  necessary  to  go  over,  to  any  great  length, 
the  subjects  discussed  in  the  former  opinion.  As  before  in- 
dicated, they  have  all  been  once  considered  with  all  the 
deliberation  and  care  that  should  characterize  the  work  of 
a  tribunal  of  last  resort,  whose  judgments  must  stand  as  the 
infallible  truth,  there  being  no  power  under  our  system  by 
which  such  judgments  can  be  changed  after  the  brief  time 
for  review  allowed  by  the  Code  shall  have  expired. 

Our  attention  is  called  to  the  rule  stated  in  the  opinion  of 
Chief  Justice  Marshall  in  Cohens  v.  Virginia^  6  Wheat.  264,. 
to  the  effect  that,  though  general  expressions  in  an  opinion 


Wis.]  JANUAKY  TEEM,  1899.  15a 

Brown  vs.  The  Chicago  &  Northwestern  R  Ca 

which  go  beyond  the  case  may  be  respected,  they  ought  not 
to  control  the  judgment  in  a  subsequent  suit.  That  proposi- 
tion is  familiar,  and  is  not  liable  to  be  forgotten  by  judges 
who  have  been  called  upon  to  apply  it  in  their  daily  work 
for  a  series  of  years.  The  trouble  with  the  learned  counsel's 
argument  is  that  they  apply  the  rule,  as  it  seems,  to  every- 
thing in  a  legal  opinion  not  a  part  of  the  final  conclusion 
reached, —  to  what  is  judicial  dictrnn  and  even  to  the  reasons 
upon  which  the  decision  is  based  and  are  essentially  a  part 
of  it,  when  that  seems  necessary  to  dispose  of  authorities 
that  are  clearly  opposed  to  their  contention;  and  again,  treat 
mere  observation  made  by  a  judge  in  writing  an  opinion  by 
way  of  illustration  or  argument,  referring  to  collateral  topics 
for  that  purpose,  as  a  part  of  the  deliberate  judgment  of  the 
court,  when,  if  so  considered,  they  support  counsel's  conten- 
tion. There  are  few  decisions  of  any  court  but  that  might 
be  successfully  attacked  if  such  a  method  were  permissible. 
What  is  here  said  will  be  borne  out,  in  our  judgment,  by 
what  follows. 

It  is  conceded  by  the  learned  counsel  that  if  we  were  right 
as  to  what  wa&  decided  in  Lehmwrm  v.  Fa/rwell^  95  Wis.  185,. 
the  decision  heretofore  reached  in  this  case  rests  on  authority. 
The  question  there  was  whether  a  claim  for  a  personal  in- 
jury based  on  actionable*  negligence  is  assignable.  The  court 
decided  that  the  question  turned  on  whether  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion to  enforce  such  a  claim  survives  the  death  of  the  original 
owner;  that  by  the  common  law  the  answer  must  be  in  the 
negative,  but  under  sec.  4253,  as  it  now  stands,  making  all 
causes  of  action  for  false  imprisonment,  assault  and  battery, 
or  other  damages  to  the  person,  survivable,  all  bodily  injuries 
resulting  from  actionable  negligence  are  included,  and  there- 
fore the  question  must  be  answered  in  the  affirmative.  Said 
Mr.  Justice  Winslow,  the  statute  "  includes  every  action  the 
substantial  cause  of  which  is  a  bodily  injury,"  ^  and  the  lan- 
guage in  that  regard  is  too  plain  to  leave  any  room  for  rules 
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of  construction  to  operate.'  To  support  that,  the  decisions 
of  the  Massachusetts  court,  made  under  a  similar  statute 
adopted  in  1842,  the  first  act  of  its  kind  in  this  country,  and 
from  which  our  own  was  doubtless  taken,  holding  the  same, 
were  cited.  It  needs  no  discussion  to  show  that  the  famil- 
iar rule  stated  by  Chief  Justice  Mabshall,  with  which  the 
learned  counsel  prefaced  his  review  of  Zehmarm  v.  Farwellj 
has  no  application  to  it  whatever.  The  expression,  that  the 
survival  statute  includes  every  actionable  personal  injury, 
and  is  too  plain  to  that  eflPect  to  require  construction,  was 
not  obiter^ —  it  was  not  even  judicial  dictum.  It  was  the  very 
groundwork  of  the  opinion  itself,  and  governs  this  case  be- 
yond reasonable  controversy,  unless  we  are  to  overrule  it. 

It  is  a  mistaken  opinion  that  nothing  is  decided  in  a  case 
except  the  result  arrived  at.  All  the  propositions  assumed 
by  the  court  to  be  within  the  case,  and  all  the  questions  pre- 
sented and  considered,  and  deliberately  decided  by  the  court, 
leading  up  to  the  final  conclusion  reached,  are  as  effectually 
passed  upon  as  the  ultimate  questions  solved.  Trv^tees  of 
School  Diet,  V.  StockeVy  42  N.  J.  Law,  115.  The  judgment  is  au- 
thority upon  all  points  assumed  to  be  within  the  issues  which 
the  record  shows  the  court  deliberately  considered  and  de- 
<5ided  in  reaching  it.  Quackeribush  v.  W.  <&  3f,  R,  Co.  71 
"Wis.  472;  Pray  v.  Segeman^  98  K  T.  361.  Nothing  is 
obiter^  strictly  so  called,  except  matters  not  within  the  ques- 
tions presented — mere-  statements  or  observations  by  the 
judge  in  writing  the  opinion,  the  result  of  turning  aside  for 
the  time  to  some  collateral  matter  by  way  of  illustration. 
Buchner  v.  C,  M.  dk  N.  W.  R.  Co.  60  Wis.  264;  Bohrbach 
V.  Oermania  F,  Lu.  Co.  62  N".  T.  47 ;  Michael  v.  Morey^  26 
Md.  239;  ClarTc  v.  Thomas^  60  Tenh.  419;  State  ex  rd. 
Nowrse  v.  Clarke^  3  Nev.  566 ;  Ma/rbv/ry  v.  Madison^  1  Cranch, 
137.  The  test  of  what  is  obiter^  by  means  of  which  counsel 
oonfidently  brush  aside  the  decisions  of  this  court  on  the 
very  point  at  issue,  and  the  deliberate  decisions  of  many  other 
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courts  on  the  same  point  or  on  questions  essentially  involved, 
was  pressed  upon  our  attention  in  Buohner  v.  CI,  M,  dk  N, 
W.  a,  Co.y  supra,  was  there  fully  considered,  and  was  re- 
jected.- A  study  of  the  opinion  in  that  case,  written  by  the 
present  chief  justice,  is  commended  as  the  most  effectual 
remedy  for  the  mistaken  notion,  not  only  that  a  decision  is 
not  authority  except  upon  the  very  point  necessary  to  it,  but 
that  obiter  is  to  be  rejected,  always,  as  entirely  without  au- 
thority. The  opinion  quotes  the  rigorous  rule  by  which 
counsel  test  authorities  fatal  to  their  contention;  then  the 
observation  of  an  eminent  text  writer,  whose  writings  stand 
as  authority  in  every  country  where  the  common  law  to  any 
extent  prevails,  that  "  it  is  difficult  to  see  why,  in  a  philo- 
sophical point  of  view,  the  opinion  of  the  court  is  not  as  per- 
suasive on  all  the  points  which  were  so  involved  in  the  cause 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  counsel  to  argue  them,  and  which 
were  deliberately  decided  by  the  court,  as  if  the  decision 
had  hung  upon  but  one  point,"  and  adds :  "  Such  dictum,  if 
dictum  it  is,  should  be  regarded  as*  'judicial  dictum,^  in  con- 
tradistinction to  mere  obiter  dictum, —  that  is,  an  expression 
originating  with  the  judge  alone,  while  passing,  by  the  way, 
in  writing  his  opinion,  as  an  argument  or  iUustration  drawn 
from  some  collateral  question."  And  further  adds  that  even 
such  expressions  are  by  no  means  to  be  rejected  as  not  enti- 
tled to  be  regarded  at  all;  that  while  they  are  not  binding, 
they  are  not  without  authority;  neither  is  their  use  repre- 
hensible, as  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  some  of  the  most 
sacred  canons  of  the  common  law  have  their  origin  in  the 
mere  dicta  of  judges. 

At  this  point  a  suggestion  should  be  noticed,  that  in  con- 
sidering sec.  4253  we  overlooked  the  familiar  rule  of  "ir<?5- 
dtw  a  socvis.^^  Hvner  v.  Fond  du  Iaic,  71  "Wis.  82,  where 
there  is  an  intimation  that  such  maxim  may  play  an  impor- 
tant part  in  determining  the  meaning  of  the  statute  under 
consideration,  is  referred  to.    Why  the  discovery  of  such  a 
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serious  omission  in  this  case,  and  not  in  Lehmamm,  v.  Far- 
weIXy  95  Wis.  185,  where  the  statute  was  first  considered  and 
its  meaning  judicially  determined,  or  in  the  multitude  of 
cases  in  other  courts  where  similar  statutes  were  construed, 
in  none  of  which  was  it  supposed  that  the  rule  was  appli- 
cable I  That  is  not  easily  comprehended.  The  maxim  "  No^- 
dtur  a  aooiia  "  is  not  a  rule  of  interpretation  by  which  the 
meaning  of  one  word  or  designation,  or  that  of  several  such, 
used  in  close  connection,  governs  in  determining  the  meaning 
of  other  words  or  designations  used  in  the  same  connection. 
You  may  know  a  person  by  the  company  he  keeps.  You 
may  know  the  meaning  of  a  terra  by  its  associates, —  what 
precedes  and  what  follows  it.  When  ?  Not  in  every  case; 
but  when  not  apparent  from  the  language  itself.  It  is  a  rule 
of  construction  to  be  resorted  to  where  there  is  use  for  con- 
struction, not  otherwise.  The  court  said  in  Lehmcmn  v.  Far- 
well  that  the  statute  is  too  plain  to  admit  of  construction, 
hence  no  rule  to  that  end  has  any  application.  The  latter 
familiar  rule  was  'eviden  tly  not  in  mind  when  it  occurred 
that,  through  forgetfulness  in  writing  the  former  opinion, 
the  maxim  "  Noedtv/r  a  socUs  "  was  overlooked.  To  seek  to 
apply  it  in  determining  the  meaning  of  the  statute  under 
consideration,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  similar  statutes  have 
existed  in  other  states  for  nearly  half  a  century,  and  been 
universally  supposed  to  cover  injuries  from  actionable  neg- 
ligence, and  thereby  reach  a  different  conclusion,  would  be 
what  might  be  called  judicial  recklessness. 

The  idea  that  our  statute  (sec.  4255)  does  not  grant  a  new 
right  of  action,  but  continues  an  old  one,  with  different  bene- 
ficiaries and  different  rules  for  assessing  damages,  is  urged 
as  correct  with  such  confidence  that  we  are  called  upon  to 
go  over  the  subject  anew.  No  attempt  will  be  made  to  har- 
monize aU  the  conflicting  observations  found  in  decisions 
elsewhere  regarding  the  nature  of  Lord  Campbell's  act. 
That  cannot  be  done,  and  it  is  not  necessary,  for  most  of  the 
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conflicts  will  disappear  as  one  applies  judicial  observations 
to  the  particular  facts  in  regard  to  which  they  were  made. 
We  said  in  the  former  opinion  that  the  view  that  the  stat- 
ute for  the  benefit  of  surviving  relatives  confers  a  new  right 
of  action  for  a  grievance  separate  and  distinct  from  that  of 
the  injured  person,  is  supported  by  the  better  reasoning  and 
the  greater  weight  of  authority.  That  is  adhered  to,  and  it 
is  considered  that  what  follows;  leaves  little  or  no  room  for 
reasonable  controversy  as  to  its  soundness,  if  reliance  can 
be  placed  upon  the  evident  purpose  of  the  statute  or  author- 
ities elsewhere.  It  is  suggested  that  the  conclusion  was 
readied  by  illogical  reasoning  based  upon  ohiter  observations 
in  judicial  decisions.    "We  will  consider  that. 

We  said  that  the  cause  of  action  of  the  injured  party, 
which  survives,  is  separate  and  distinct  from  the  cause  of 
action  in  favor  of  surviving  relatives  under  sec.  4265 ;  that  a 
cause  of  action  unsatisfied  at  the  death  of  the  injured  party, 
for  compensation  for  his  injuries,  is  a  condition  of  the  oper- 
ation of  such  section  so  as  to  give  a  right  of  action  to  the 
survivors  therein  named ;  that  the  extinguishment  of  the  pri- 
mary cause  of  action  leaves  the  statute  with  no  oflBce  to  per- 
form; that  in  the  absence  of  such  extinguishment  there  are 
two  rights  or  causes  of  action  for  distinct  and  separate  losses. 
That  was  supposed  to  be  supported  by  numerous  authorities 
cited  in  the  opinion,  and  it  does  not  seem  to  have  occurred 
to  the  courts  where  such  decisions  were  rendered  that  the 
reasoning  was  illogical  or  the  conclusion  arrived  at  a  non 
seqtdtur.  That  characterization  was  made  of  the  reasoning 
and  conclusion  referred  to.  How  one  can  draw  from  such 
reasoning  and  conclusion  the  idea  that  the  premises  reasoned 
from  contemplated  the  existence  of  two  causes  of  action 
before  the  death  of  the  injured  party,  and  that  the  idea  ex- 
pressed was  that  the  satisfaction  of  one  of  such  existing 
causes  of  action  satisfied  the  other,  as  counsel  seems  to  have 
assumed  in  designating  the  conclusion  reached  as  a  non  seg- 
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uitv/r^  is  not  perceived.  It  seems  perfectly  clear  that  the  idea 
expressed  was,  that  before  the  death  of  the  injured  party 
there  is  but  one  cause  of  action ;  that  if  that  be  not  extin- 
guished before  such  death,  by  the  operation  of  sec.  4255  there 
maj'^be  another  cause  of  action;  that  while  before  the  death 
there  can  be  but  one  such  cause,  if  that  survive  there  may  be 
two.  The  learned  counsel  evidently  forgot  for  the  moment 
that  the  reasoning,  though  olothed  in  the  language  of  the 
writer  of  the  opinion,  was  based  on  the  same  premises,  and 
proceeded  by  the  same  mental  process,  with  language  defi- 
nite and  clear,  to  the  same  conclusion  as  that  in  the  opinion 
of  Justice  Coleridge  in  Blake  v.  Midland  R.  Co.  10  Eng. 
Law  &  Eq.  443 ;  Justice  Brewer  in  Hulhert  v.  Topeha^  34 
Fed.  Rep.  610 ;  Justice  Wilson  in  Needham  v,  G.  T.  R.  Co. 
38  Vt.  294,  and  many  others  in  numerous  opinions  in  cases 
cited,  and  still  others  that  will  be  cited  in  this  opinion,  which, 
on  account  of  counsel's  labor,  must  be  assumed  not  to  have 
escaped  their  notice. 

Our  attention  is  again  called  to  Read  v,  O.  E.  R.  Co.  L.  R. 
3  Q.  B.  555,  decided  in  1868,  and  Griffiths  v.  Eoflrl  of  Dudley, 
9  Q.  B.  Div.  367,  in  support  of  the  continuation  of  the  old 
cause  of  action  theory  The  question  in  both  cases  was,  Does 
the  satisfaction  of  the  claim  of  the  injured  party  in  his  life- 
time leave  Lord  Campbell's  act  still  applicable  to  the  situ- 
ation created  by  the  death  of  such  party  ?  The  nature  of 
the  statute  otherwise,  particularly  its  proper  construction 
in  connection  with  a  statute  preserving,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  estate,  the  common-law  right  of  action  for  damages  to 
the  injured  person,  was  not  thought  of.  What  is  said  as  to 
the  statutory  right  not  being  new,  but  a  right  conferred  in 
place  of  an  old  right,  is  much  nearer  pure  ohiter  than  what 
is  called  such  in  the  argument  on  the  motion  for  rehearing 
in  reviewing  decisions  cited  by  this  court  as  authority.  In 
neither  of  the  cases  is  Blake  v.  MidlaTid  R.  Co.,  sujyray  de- 
cided in  1852,  referred  to,  where  the  exact  nature  of  the 
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statutory  action  was  considered,  and,  in  the  learned  opinion 
given  by  Justice  Coleeidoe,  said  to  be  a  new  right  and  not 
a  right  by  transfer  or  continuation  of  the  claim  of  the  de- 
ceased, which  opinion  has  been  referred  to  as  an  authority 
in  many  courts  and  by  many  text  writers  since  that  time. 
"  The  statute  does  not,"  said  Justice  Coleridge,  "  transfer 
the  right  of  action  of  the  deceased  to  his  representatives, 
but  gives  to  them  a  totally  new  right  on  different  princi- 
ples." The  three  cases  are,  really,  in  perfect  harmony  when 
rightly  understood.  On  the  one  hand  it  is  said  Lord  Camp- 
bell's act  is  in  the  nature  of  a  survival  statute  and  does  not 
confer  a  new  right.  That  is  true  ii  the  sense  the  English 
court  doubtless  understood  its  own  language;  that  is,  that 
the  compensation  to  surviving  relatives  was  conferred  in 
place  of  that  of  the  injured  person,  which,  by  the  common 
law,  was  extinguished  by  death.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is 
said  Lord  Campbell's  act  confers  an  entirely  new  right, 
which,  too,  is  obviously  true  in  the  sense  that  it  is  a  right 
of  recovery  by  different  persons,  for  different  losses,  on  dif- 
ferent principles  than  were  known  to  the  common  law.  That 
there  is  any  such  material  variance  between  the  two  ideas 
as  courts  in  some  jurisdictions  have  discovered  and  assigned 
as  a  justification  for  holding  that  plain  language  in  a  legis- 
lative act,  making  survivable  all  claims  based  on  actionable 
negligence,  does  not  mean  that  but  something  else,  is  not 
perceived.  Lush,  J.,  said  in  Read  v.  G.  E,  R,  Co,y  sxipray 
that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  English  statute  to 
make  the  wrongdoer  pay  twice  for  the  same  injury,  so  the 
right  was  there  spoken  of  as  not  new  and  independent,  but 
a  right  in  substitution  for  the  lapsed  right.  That  does  not 
conflict  with  the  other  idea  that  none  of  the  elements  of 
damage,  of  the  right  which  lapsed  by  common-law  rules, 
are  transferred  by  the  statute  to  the  beneficiaries  therein 
named,  and  in  that  sense  that  the  right  conferred  by  statute 
is  new.    Therefore,  the  purpose  of  Lord  Campbell's  act  was 
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not  to  make  the  wrongdoer  pay  damages  twice  for  the  same 
wrong;  it  was  to  give  to  the  surviving  relatives  a  right  on 
condition.  That  condition,  in  case  of  a  survival  of  the  right 
of  action,  which  fails  by  the  common  law,  exists  neverthe- 
less; and  if  the  original  inducement  for  the  granting  of  the 
new  right  be  removed  by  preserving  the  old  right  under  an- 
other statute,  that  does  not  by  any  means  affect  the  situ- 
ation, for  a  sufficient  inducement  is  yet  left  to  uphold  the 
statutory  right. 

That  we  have  expressed  correctly  the  views  of  the  Eng- 
lish courts  is  abundantly  borne  out  by  numerous  cases,  some 
decided  before  and  some  after  Oriffitha  v.  Earl  of  Dudley^ 
not  before  cited,  including  a  very  recent  case  passing  di- 
rectly on  the  question,  which  was  not  before  us  when  the 
previous  opinion  was  prepared  and  which  has  evidently  not 
received  the  attention  of  respondent's  counsel.  Leggoit  v. 
G.  If.  H.  Co.  (1876),  1  Q.  B.  Div.  599;  Bradshmo  v.  L.  &  Y. 
a.  Co.  (18Y5),  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  189;  BameU  v.  Zueas  (1872), 
6  Ir.  R.  0.  L.  247;  Rolimon  v.  C.  P.  R.  Co.  [1892],  App.  Gas. 
481;  Cwnadiam,  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Rohmson^  19  0.  S,  0.  292;  Sew- 
ard V.  Vera  Cruz^  10  App.  Cas.  59;  Pym  v.  C  B'.  R.  Co. 
4  Best  &  S.  396. 

In  Leggott  v.  O.  N.  R.  Co.  the  question  was.  Does  a  recov- 
ery under  Lord  Campbell's  act  preclude  a  recovery  for  the 
benefit  of  the  estate,  of  damages  to  the  injured  person? — 
the  precise  question  in  this  case.  The  affirmative,  unless 
barred  by  a  recovery  under  Lord  Campbell's  act,  was  con- 
ceded for  the  purposes  of  the  case,  though  the  rule  generally 
as  to  that  was  otherwise.  The  direct  question  left  was  the 
one  indicated,  namely,  Does  a  recovery  after  death  in  one 
right  bar  a  recovery  in  the  other  ?  And  on  that  the  court 
decided  in  the  negative.  Quain,  J.,  in  deciding  the  case 
said,  the  two  actions  are  entirely  diflPerent  things,  one  for 
the  loss  the  estate  has  suffered  and  the  other  under  Lord 
Campbell's  act,  which  "  enables  an  action  to  be  brought  in 
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a  case  where  it  could  not  have  been  brought  before  that  act, 
namely,  when  the  man  has  suffered  a  personal  injury  and 
dies  in  consequence.  After  his  death,  before  Lord  Camp- 
bell's act,  no  such  action  could  have  been  maintained,  be- 
cause the  death  destroyed  it.  It  fell  with  the  life  of  the 
individual  injured.  Now  Lord  Campbell's  act  gives  an  en- 
tirelv  new  action,  not  an  action  connected  with  the  estate 
of  the  deceased  in  the  slightest  degree,  and  the  damages 
recoverable  in  it  would  be  no  part  of  the  estate  of  the  de- 
ceased. ...  I  therefore  feel  clear  upon  the  point  that 
these  actions  are  not  brought  in  the  same  right,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  finding  in  the  one  does  not  constitute  an  es- 
toppel in  the  other." 

If  the  foregoing  leaves  doubt  in  the  minds  of  the  most 
skeptical,  as  to  the  position  of  the  English  courts,  it  will 
be  removed  by  Bdbmson  v.  O.  P.  B.  Co.,  decided  by  the 
House  of  Lords  in  1892.  That  is  probably  the  most  recent 
expression  of  such  courts  on  the  subject.  The  case  arose  in 
Canada.  The  statute  is  similar  to  our  sec.  4255,  except  it 
requires,  as  a  condition  of  its  operation,  death  of  the  injured 
person  without  having  satisfied  his  claim.  The  word  "  satis- 
fied "  does  not  occur  in  our  statute,  but  words  equivalent  so 
far  as  relates  to  the  extinguishment  of  the  claim.  The  Cana- 
dian act  further  provides  that  the  beneficiary  may  bring  the 
action  direct.  There  is  a  limitation  of  the  right  of  the  in- 
jured person  to  commence  an  action  to  enforce  his  claim  for 
damages,  to  one  year  after  the  happening  of  his  injury.  In 
the  given  case  the  period  was  allowed  to  lapse  and  death 
then  occurred.  Action  was  then  commenced  to  enforce  the 
statutory  liability  to  surviving  relatives.  The  loss  by  pre- 
scription of  the  primary  claim  was  urged  in  bar  of  the  stat- 
utory right.  The  Canadian  supreme  court  sustained  that, 
and  by  special  leave  the  cause  was  carried  to  the  House  of 
Lords  where,  all  the  members  of  the  privy  council  who  heard 
it  concurring.  Lords  Watson,  Maonaghten,  Morris,  Hannen, 
Vol.  103—11 
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•Shand  and  Sib  Eichakd  Couch,  the  jadgment  of  the  lower 
court  was  reversed  upon  the  ground  that  the  right  of  action 
of  surviving  relatives,  contingent  on  the  death  of  the  injured 
person  without  having  satisfied  his  claim,  is  a  new  and  in- 
dependent right  which  vests  on  the  happening  of  the  con- 
tingency mentioned  in  the  statute ;  and  that  such  contingency 
is  death  from  the  negligent  injury  without  the  injured  party 
having  satisfied  his  claim;  that  an  extinguishment  of  such 
claim  by  prescription  is  not  the  satisfaction  thereof  contem- 
plated by  the  act,  which  requires  the  active  participation  of 
the  injured  party,  and  is  not  satisfaction  by  mere  operation 
of  law.  There  was  no  difference  of  opinion  between  the  last 
decision  and  the  one  reversed,  except  as  to  the  scope  of  the 
word  "satisfied"  used  in  the  Canadian  act.  Both  courts 
held  that  the  statutory  action  was  to  enforce  a  new  right. 
Justice  Strong,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  lower  court, 
said :  "  It  has  been  determined  in  England  that  the  action 
under  Lord  Campbell's  act  is  not  the  same  action  as  that 
which  the  deceased  person  would  himself  have  had  at  com- 
mon law  if  he  had  survived,  but  a  new  action  given  by  stat- 
ute." Again  he  said:  "As  I  have  said  before,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  the  action,  being  of  the  same  nature,  and  indeed 
the  same  action  in  all  respects,  as  that  conferred  by  Lord 
Campbell's  act,  it  must,  as  an  action  on  that  statute  is  con- 
sidered in  England,  be  deemed  to  be  a  new  action,  but  still 
a  new  action  dependent  on  the  condition  that  the  action  of 
the  deceased  had  not,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  been  barred 
or  extinguished."  "With  this  we  rest  the  subject  under  dis- 
cussion as  to  the  holdings  of  the  English  courts. 

In  support  of  what  was  formerly  said,  that  the  great 
weight  of  authority  in  this  country  is  in  favor  of  the  doc- 
trine that  there  may  be  two  independent  causes  of  action 
for  distinct  losses  for  a  single  injury,  in  the  circumstances 
presented  by  this  case,  the  following  additional  authorities 
are  referred  to:  Safford  v.  Drew^  3  Duer,  627;  Chicago  v. 
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Major ^  18  111.  349;  Dwvia  v.  Ratkoay^  53  Ark.  117;  Whit- 
ford  V,  jPofiama  H.  Co.  23  N.  T.  465;  JBedrick  v.  Thoaco  H. 
dk  N'.  Co.  4  Wash.  400 ;  Vichiburg  dk  M.  R.  Co.  v.  PhiV/ips, 
64  Miss.  693;  Connors  v.  B.,  C.  Ji.  dk  JT.  R.  Co.  71  Iowa, 
490;  Putmxm  v.  8.  P.  R.  Co.  21  Oreg.  230;  MuLchahey  v. 
Wash,  a  W.  Co.  145  Mass.  281;  Belding  v.  B.  H.  dk  Ft  P. 
R.  Co.  3  S.  Dak.  369;  Hamilton  v.  M.  L.  dk  T.  R.  &  S.  Co. 
42  La.  Ann.  824.  They  are  all  to  the  effect  that  the  right 
under  statutes  similar  to  onr  sec.  4255  is  new  and  independ- 
ent, subject  only  to  the  conditions  therein  named,  and  that 
if  the  primary  cause  of  action  survive,  both  may  be  enforced, 
and  at  the  same  time.  Said  Dehio,  J.,  in  Whitford  v.  Pa/n- 
ama  R.  Co.^  supra,  speaking  of  a  situation  where  there  was 
no  survival  statute:  "At  common  law  the  right  of  action 
for  damages  on  account  of  bodily  injuries,  which  belonged 
to  the  deceased  while  he  lived,  was  extinguished  by  his 
death.  The  statute  does  not  profess  to  revive  that  cause  of 
action  in  favor  of  the  executor  or  administrator.  The  com- 
pensation for  bodily  injuries  remains  extinct,  but  a  new 
grievance  of  a  distinct  nature,  namely,  the  deprivation  suf- 
fered by  the  wife  or  children  or  other  relatives,  of  their 
natural  support  and  protection,  arises  upon  his  death  and  is 
made  the  subject  of  ^  new  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  those 
surviving  relatives,  though  prosecuted  in  point  of  fact  by 
the  executor  or  administrator." 

In  Davis  v.  Railway,  supra,  the  court  by  Cookrill,  0.  J., 
speaking  of  statutes  similar  to  our  sees.  4255  and  4253,  said : 
"  The  English  rule,  which  is  commonly  followed  by  the  courts 
of  the  states  whose  statutes  embody  the  provisions  of  Lord 
Campbell's  act,  is  that  the  right  of  action,  given  by  the  latter 
statute  to  the  personal  representative  of  one  whose  death 
has  been  caused  by  the  default  of  another,  is  created  by  the 
statute  and  is  not  a  continuation  of  the  right  of  action  which 
the  deceased  had  in  his  lifetime,  although  the  new  right  arises 
only  by  preserving  the  cause  of  action  which  was  in  the  de- 
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ceased.  If  the  deceased  never  had  a  cause  of  action,  none 
accrues  to  his  representative  or  next  of  kin.  The  right  which 
accrued  to  the  deceased  revives  to  the  administrator  by  virtue 
of  the  statute  [our  sec.  4253].  The  newly  created  right  [our 
sec.  4255]  results  from,  and  accrues  on,  the  death  of  the  in- 
jured party.  Both  actions  are  prosecuted  in  the  name  of 
the  personal  representative  and  may  proceed  pari  passu 
without  a  recovery  in  the  one  having  the  effect  of  barring 
a  recovery  in  the  other.  The  suits  are  prosecuted  in  differ- 
ent rights  and  the  damages  are  given  upon  different  prin- 
ciples to  compensate  different  injuries.  One  is  for  the  loss 
sustained  by  the  estate  and  for  the  suffering  from  the  per- 
sonal injury  in  the  lifetime  of  the  decedent,  the  recovery  of 
which  goes  to  the  benefit  of  decedent's  creditors  if  there  are 
any ;  the  other  takes  no  account  of  the  wrong  done  to  the 
decedent,  but  is  for  the  pecuniary  loss  to  the  next  of  kin  occa- 
sioned by  the  death  alone.  The  death  is  the  end  of  the  period 
of  recovery  in  one  case  and  the  beginning  in  the  other.  In 
one  case  the  administrator  sues  as  legal  representative  of  the 
estate  for  what  belonged  to  the  deceased,  in  the  other  he 
acts  as  trustee  for  those  upon  whom  the  act  confers  the  right 
of  recovery  for  the  pecuniary  loss  inflicted  upon  them." 

Further  quotation  from  opinions  would  only  unnecessarily 
prolong  this  opinion.  Those  given  are  in  line  with  the  other 
decisions  cited.  It  is  quite  likely  that  the  lapsing  of  the 
cause  of  action  in  favoi^  of  an  injured  party  by  his  death, 
according  to  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  was  the  induce- 
ment for  the  passage  of  Lord  Campbell's  act, —  the  very  bot- 
tom of  itj  as  said  in  HecM  v.  0.  &  M,  H.  Co.  132  Ind.  507, 
and  from  that  we  find  some  judges  regarding  the  new  cause 
of  action  as  a  continuation  of  the  old,  and  others  holding 
that  the  cause  of  action  under  the  statute  is  an  entirely  dif- 
ferent cause  of  action  for  the  benefit  of  different  persons,  re- 
coverable in  a  different  right,  and  including  entirely  different 
elements  of  damage.    That  the  actual  loss  sustained  by  the 
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surviving  relatives  was  ample  inducement  for  the  passage  of 
the  act  for  their  benefit,  and  that,  in  providing  for  the  sur- 
vival of  the  cause  of  action  of  the  injured  party  for  the  benefit 
of  the  estate,  it  was  so  deemed,  is  too  clear  from  the  unmis- 
takable language  used  to  admit  of  a  contrary  view.  We 
leave  this  branch  of  the  subject,  suggesting,  in  closing,  that 
our  statutes  are  substantially  the  same  as  those  of  Massa- 
chusetts, so  long  back  as  184:2,  the  survival  statute  there 
having  been  adopted  at  that  date  as  before  indicated.  The 
decisions  which  subsequently  followed,  construing  such  stat- 
utes, are  all  in  accordance  with  the  conclusion  we  have 
reached. 

We  proceed  now  to  show  that  what  the  learned  counsel 
was  pleased  to  call  loose  talk  and  obiter  in  opinions  of  other 
courts  cited  in  our  former  opinion,  was  the  deliberate  judi- 
cial determination  of  such  courts,  or  such  judicial  dicta  as 
should  be  regarded  as  authority  on  the  subjects  treated. 

We  referred  to  the  language  of  Justice  Bbeweb  in  pro- 
nouncing  judgment  in  the  United  States  circuit  court  for 
the  district  of  Kansas,  in  Hvlbert  v.  TojpeJca,  34  Fed.  Eep. 
510.  Counsel  call  that  obiter^  and  suggest  that  the  justice's 
idea  was  based  on  obiter  observations  of  other  courts.  Ifeed- 
ham  V.  O.  T,  R.  Go.  38  Vt.  294;  and  Blake  v.  Midland  R. 
Co,  10  Eng.  Law  &  Eq.  443,  were  cited  by  Justice  Breweb. 
As  to  the  English  decision  sufficient  has  already  been  said. 
Heference  is  had  to  that  at  this  point.  Justice  Breweb  was 
called  upon  to  judicially  consider  what  the  situation  was 
under  the  Kansas  statutes,  which  are  similar  to  ours,  in  cir- 
cumstances similar  to  those  we  have  in  this  case.  As  a 
member  of  the  supreme  court  of  Kansas  he  had  participated 
in  a  decision  to  the  effect  that  if  death  ensue  from  an  injury 
no  cause  of  action  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  survives ;  that 
the  right  of  action  to  the  surviving  relatives  is  exclusive. 
As  an  original  proposition  the  learned  judge  clearly  indi- 
cated that  he  deemed  such  decision  wrong,  but  that  it  was 
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binding  on  the  federal  coart  in  a  case  arising  in  Kansas. 
His  expressions  of  opinion  were  properly  made  in  the  case, 
and  undoubtedly  such  as  he  felt  bound  to  make,  in  order 
that  the  court  might  not  be  embarrassed  by  the  decision 
rendered,  in  the  event  of  a  case  being  thereafter  presented 
where  the  court  would  be  free  to  decide  according  to  its 
judgment  of  the  law,  unbridled  by  the  decision  of  some 
other  court.  What  was  said  should  be  treated  with  more 
deference  than  loose  talk.  So  far  as  other  courts  are  con- 
cerned, it  is  entitled  to  consideration  quite  equal  with  the 
Kansas  decision  to  which  it  refers. 

Now  a  few  words  in  regard  to  the  Vermont  case,  JP^eed- 
ham  V.  G.  T.  R,  Co.  38  Yt.  294,  which  will  be  considered  in 
the  light  of  Legg  v.  JSrUtonj  64  Yt.  652.  "What  is  said  in 
the  former  on  the  subject  before  us,  in  the  argument  for 
rehearing  here  is  called  obiter  and  said  to  have  been  disap- 
proved as  such  in  the  later  case.  True,  the  question  of 
whether  the  right  of  action  to  surviving  relatives  is  a  new 
and  independent  right,  and  whether  the  right  of  the  de- 
ceased may  survive  and  under  any  circumstances  the  two 
rights  be  enforced  independent  of  each  other,  was  not  neces- 
sarily decided  in  the  Needhcmi  Case;  yet  the  subject  was 
considered,  was  unquestionably  presented  by  counsel  on  both 
sides,  was  supposed  at  the  time  to  be  a  question  proper  for 
determination,  and  was  deliberately  determined.  As  we 
have  before  shown,  what  was  said  in  reaching  that  deter- 
mination is  not  obiter.  It  is  at  least  judicial  dictum.  The 
case  has  been  regarded  as  authority  by  courts  and  text 
writers  generally.  With  but  few  exceptions  it  has  been 
given  all  the  force  of  an  adjudication  by  the  court  on  the 
very  point  referred  to.  Of  course  it  was  not  controlling  on 
the  Yermont  court,  neither  would  it  be  here,  even  if  the 
case  had  depended  on  the  question.  It  was  not  discredited, 
but  rather  was  aflBrmed,  in  the  subsequent  decision  in  Legg 
V.  Britton.    All  there  said  is  that  the  language  of  the  for- 
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mer  decision,  on  the  subject  here  discussed,  was  not  control- 
ling, because  the  question  was  not  necessarily  decided  in 
reaching  the  final  conclusion  on  the  point  at  issue  in  the 
case.  There  is  no  intimation  that  the  point  was  not  delib- 
erately passed  upon,  or  but  that  what  was  said  in  regard  to 
it  was  entitled  to  respect.  The  idea  expressed  was  that  the 
court  was  free  to  consider  the  subject  in  the  subsequent  case 
as  an  original  question,  not  disregarding,  however,  as  with- 
out authority,  the  early  case.  After  reaching  that  conclu- 
sion the  question  was  considered  anew,  and  a  result  reached, 
as  said  in  our  former  opinion,  substantially  the  same  as  be- 
fore. Chief  Justice  Boss,  who  delivered  the  opinion,  met 
the  contention  respondent  supports  here,  by  saying,  in  sub- 
stance, that  the  statutes  conferred  separate  and  distinct 
rights,  one  by  survival  and  the  other  a  new  right  dependent 
on  conditions  mentioned  in  the  statute.  "  In  conferring  this 
new  right  of  recovery,"  said  the  chief  justice,  "  for  the  same 
wrongful  act,  the  legislature  could  place  such  limitations 
upon  it  as  it  judged  expedient.  .  .  .  The  same  wrong- 
ful act  frequently  furnishes  two  independent  rights  of  re- 
covery, as  in  the  case  of  an  injury  to  the  wife,  or  an  injury 
to  a  servant.  .  .  -  Hence  whether  the  damages  recov- 
ered, if  two  actions  are  given,  may  to  some  trifling  extent 
be  double,  or  whether  the  same  injury  sometimes  gives  two 
independent  legal  rights  of  recovery,  throws  very  little  light 
upon  the  intention  of  the  legislature  in  passing  the  act  of 
1849  [the  survival  statute].  A  wrongful  injury  resulting  in 
the  death  of  the  person  injured  may  work  serious  loss  and 
damage  to  him  while  living,  and  to  his  estate,  and  at  the 
same  time  deprive  his  widow  and  next  of  kin  of  what  he 
would  have  earned  and  saved  but  for  the  injury."  There 
is  nothing  new  in  the  decision.  It  is  in  perfect  harmony 
with  Needham  v.  G.  T,  Ji.  Co.,  which,  instead  of  being  con- 
sidered overruled,  should  be  considered  as  aflBrmed;  and  so 
it  is  considered  by  other  courts  that  have  reviewed  the  sub- 
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ject.  The  case  is  referred  to  by  Rapallo,  J.,  in  Littlewood 
V.  Nefw  Yorky  89  N.  Y.  24,  as  being  the  necessary  result  of 
a  situation  where  there  is  a  statute  reviving  the  cause  of 
action  of  the  injured  person  in  favor  of  his  estate,  and  a 
statute  conferring  a  cause  of  action  upon  his  surviving  rela- 
tives. 

A  word  is  required  in  regard  to  Hurst  v.  Detroit  City  IPy^ 
84  Mich.  589,  wherein  it  is  said  that  the  cause  of  action 
which  survives  is  a  separate  thing  from  the  new  cause  of 
action  given  to  surviving  relatives  under  the  statute.  Coun- 
sel quotes  the  language  of  Justice  Long  in  that  case,  and 
follows  with  the  observation  that  it  needs  no  argument  ta 
show  that  it  is  pure  obiter.  The  miscalled  obiter  states  one 
of  the  principal  reasons  given  by  the  court  for  the  conclu- 
sion finally  reached,  and  is  by  no  means  (Mter  within  the 
proper  significance  of  the  term,  as  we  have  before  remarked. 
Instead  of  the  later  case  of  SweeUamd  v.  G.  cfe  O,  T.  i?.  Co, 
(Mich.),  75  N.  W.  Rep.  1066,  to  which  our  attention  was. 
earnestly  invited,  changing  the  rule  of  the  Hurst  Case^  it 
stands  as  a  clear  aflBrmance  of  it.  The  two  cases,  together, 
are  very  much  in  the  situation  of  the  two  Yermont  cases. 
If  the  first,  by  itself,  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  clear  adjudi- 
cation upon  the  point  under  discussion,  it  should  be  so- 
regarded  in  connection  with  the  affirmance  of  the  principle 
in  the  later  case.  True,  Justice  Long,  Justice  Grant  con- 
curring, said  that  the  language  of  his  former  opinion  was- 
obiter,  but  it  was  not  such  within  the  rule  stated  in  this  opin- 
ion, and  was  not  so  considered  by  a  majority  of  the  Michigan 
court.  The  opinion  of  the  court,  given  by  Mr.  Justice  Grant, 
is  to  the  effect  that  no  cause  of  action  accrued  to  the  in- 
jured person  in  the  absence  of  conscious  existence  after  the 
injury;  that  there  was  no  evidence  warranting  a  finding 
that  there  was  such  conscious  existence ;  hence  the  recovery 
of  damages  to  the  deceased  was  reversed.  Justice  Mont- 
gomery dissented  because,  in  his  judgment,  the  question  of 
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conscious  existence  was  for  the  jury  on  the  evidence.  Jus- 
tice  HooKEB  dissented  because,  in  bis  judgment,  life  after 
the  injury  was  all  that  was  necessary  to  a  survival  of  the 
cause  of  action.  On  the  whole,  how  anything  can  be  seen, 
in  the  case  to  weaken  what  was  said  in  the  Hurst  Case  is  not 
understood.  True,  the  court  was  divided  on  the  question, 
but  the  majority  of  the  justices  held  to  the  doctrine  that 
the  cause  of  action  of  the  injured  person  is  not  lost  by  his 
death.    That  seems  plain  beyond  reasonable  controversy. 

We  now  come  to  a  suggestion  that  this  court  has  expressly 
decided  that  in  case  of  death  from  actionable  negligence 
no  cause  of  action  survives.  At  this  point  the  signification 
of  the  term  ^^ obiter  dictum^^  suddenly  changes,  as  it  seems. 
Formerly  everything  was  included  not  necessary  to  the  con- 
clusion reached,  but  when  Ecm  v.  (7.,  M.  c6  /Sif.  P.  H.  Co,  95 
Wis.  69,  is.  reached,  an  observation  regarding  the  subject 
beyond  the  case, —  something  far  less  entitled  to  weight 
than  those  mere  general  expressions  based  on  correct  prem- 
ises  but  beyond  the  case,  covered  by  the  maxim  to  which 
Chief  Justice  Marshall  alluded  in  Cohens  v.  Virgi/nia^  6- 
Wheat.  264,  to  which  counsel  referred  in  the  opening,  as  the 
test  to  be  applied  to  the  authorities  cited  by  this  court,  a 
statement  made  in  passing  regarding  an  outside  and  not  even 
collateral  topic,  the  purest  kind  of  obiter  and  worse,  because 
the  premises  upon  which  it  was  based  omitted  the  change  in. 
the  statute  regarding  the  revival  of  actions,  which  varied  the 
whole  situation,  and  had  not  theretofore  been  passed  upon 
by  this  court  as  affecting  negligent  injuries, — is  cited  to  us 
as  the  deliberate  judgment  of  the  court  on  the  verj'  point 
covered  by  the  observation.  The  question  was.  If  death  hap- 
pened to  an  employee  from  the  negligence  of  a  co-employee 
under  such  circumstances  that,  had  death  not  ensued,  he 
would  have  had,  by  statute,  a  cause  of  action  against  the 
common  employer  to  recover  damages  for  his  injurj^  may 
surviving  relatives  recover  their  loss  under  sec.  4255  ?    That 
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was  the  sole  question  considered  and  decided.  Sec.  4263,  as 
it  now  exists,  was  not  thought  of,  nor  was  it  in  any  way  in- 
volved, even  collaterally.  In  making  the  observation,  de- 
cisions were  in  mind  made  before  the  change  in  the  statute 
in  regard  to  the  survival  of  causes  of  action  for  injuries  to 
the  person.  All  that  is  so  obvious,  even  by  a  casual  reading, 
of  the  case,  that  it  is  not  seen  why  it  was  cited  to  our  atten- 
tion as  authority,  especially  in  view  of  Lehmamm,  v.  FcMrweUy 
subsequently  decided,  where  the  survival  statute  was  fully 
considered  and  it  was  said  that  it  covered  every  cause  of 
action  for  a  bodily  injury  based  on  actionable  negligence, 
and  in  view  of  the  further  fact  that  we  have  heretofore  said 
in  this  case  that  the  court  decided  that  way  in  the  Lehmomn 
Cme^  and  that  it  rules  here.  There  are  many  cases  where  a 
contention  regarding  what  has  been  decided  is  justifiable^ 
but  when  once  made  and  considered,  and  the  court  deliber- 
ately passes  judgment  as  to  what  it  before  decided,  that  at 
least  should  set  the  matter  at  rest. 

There  are  some  references,  made  in  the  argument  for  a  re- 
hearing, to  statutes  of  other  states  and  decisions  under  them. 
That  field  was  covered  in  the  former  opinion.  It  was  recog- 
nized that  those  decisions,  and  some  others,  are  in  conflict 
w^ith  our  conclusions.  No  reason  is  perceived  why  that  can 
have  any  greater  weight  now  than  before,  or  why  we  should 
again  consider  them. 

We  have  now  referred  point  by  point  to  every  suggestion 
found  in  the  argument  in  support  of  the  motion  for  a  re- 
hearing, and  have  treated  anew  those  considered  of  impor- 
tance, with  as  much  care  as  if  the  subject  were  before  us 
for  the  first  time.  Notwithstanding  the  result  reached  is  the 
same  as  before,  the  motion  and  this  opinion  upon  it  will  add 
strength  and  stability  to  the  judicial  declaration  of  the  law'' 
originally  made.  The  labor  of  counsel  for  respondent  has 
not  been  without  good  results.  It  has  placed  before  us  all 
suggestions,  liable  to  occur  to  members  of  the  profession. 
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why  a  different  result  should  have  been  reached. .  The  court 
has  been  enabled  thereby  to  consider  such  suggestions  and 
pass  upon  them  as  a  part  of  this  case,  instead  of  their  being 
left  for  consideration  in  future  cases.  That  adds  to  the  au- 
thority of  a  decision,  and  may  rightly  be  considered  fortunate. 
To  recapitulate  why  the  motion  for  a  rehearing  should  be 
denied,  notwithstanding  the  reasons  urged  to  the  contrary: 

(1)  The  statute  (sec.  4253)  we  were  called  upon  to  construe 
is  too  plain  to  admit  of  any  other  construction  than  that 
which  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  words  suggests. 

(2)  The  statute  is  not  open  to  construction  in  this  case, 
because  the  subject  was  fully  covered  in  Lehmann  v.  FarweU. 

(3)  The  suggestion  that  the  maxim  ^^  Nosdtur  a  sodis^^ 
should  be  applied  to  the  statute  cannot  be  adopted,  because 
a  rule  for  construction  is  not  applicable  where  there  is  no 
use  for  construction. 

(4)  The  contention  that  the  illustration  used  in  the  former 
opinion,  to  make  apparent  the  false  theory  drawn  by  some 
courts  from  the  English  decisions,  is  illogical  and  involved 
a  Tion  sequituTy  is  based  on  a  misconception  of  the  premises 
on  which  the  conclusion  was  based. 

(5)  The  contention  that  language  in  judicial  opinions,  cited 
in  support  of  the  decision,  are  obiter  expressions,  is  based 
on  a  misconception  of  the  cases  where  such  opinions  were 
given,  and  what  is  properly  considered  obiter  in  a  judicial  de- 
cision. 

(6)  The  assumed  conflict  in  English  decisions  as  to  the 
character  of  Lord  Campbell's  act,  is  not  there  when  they  are 
viewed  from  the  situations  of  the  judges  who  delivered 
the  opinions. 

(7)  If  the  conflict  mentioned  does  exist,  that  does  not 
change  the  situation  where  the  legislative  purpose  is  plain 
to  preserve  the  cause  of  action  of  the  injured  person  with- 
out prejudice  to  the  cause  of  action  to  surviving  relatives. 

(8)  The  imagined  menace  of  a  double  recovery  in  the  sit- 
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nation  as  we  find  it,  does  not  exist  in  fact,  as  the  damages 
in  one  right  are  limited  to  the  loss  which  accrnes  to  the  in- 
jured person  before  death,  and  the  damages  in  the  other  to 
the  pecuniary  loss  of  surviving  relatives,  as  before  the  sur- 
vival statute.  The  two  rights  in  no  way  overlap  each  other. 
By  the  Court —  The  motion  for  a  rehearing  is  denied. 
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Walsh  and  others,  Plaintiffs  in  error,  vs.  Fishbb,  Defendant 

in  error. 

December  17, 1898 — February  tl,  1899. 

Master  and  servant:  Entire  contract:  Quitting  work:  Threats  of  violence 
by  strikers:  Recovery  of  wages:  Liquidated  damages:  Instrtictions 
to  jury, 

1  No  recovery  can  be  had  for  services  under  an  entire  contract  where 
the  employee  voluntarily  abandons  the  work,  without  valid  excuse, 
before  the  end  of  the  stipulated  time^ 

2b  In  an  action  to  recover  for  the  services  of  an  employee  who  had  quit 
work  in  breach  of  his  contract,  the  evidence  would  have  justified 
a  finding  either  that  he  quit  pursuant  to  an  agreement  with  others 
to  strike  or  that  he  quit  because  of  a  justifiable  fear  of  bodily  vio- 
lence from  the  strikera  The  court  was  asked  to  instruct  that  if  he 
left  for  the  former  reason  there  could  be  no  recovery.  Heldl^  that 
it  was  error  to  modify  such  instruction  by  adding  the  words :  **  That 
is,  if  that  was  the  reason  he  quit,  and  the  danger  or  apparent  dan- 
ger was  not  suck  that  a  man  of  ordinary  nerve  would  have  refused 
to  go  on  with  the  work,  your  verdict  will  be  for  defendants." 

a  One  employed  for  a  stipulated  time»  if  excused  in  leaving  sooner  by 
reason  of  threats  of  strikers  to  do  him  bodily  harm,  can  recover 
only  the  value  of  his  services  after  deducting  the  damages,  if  any, 
suffered  by  the  employer  by  reason  of  the  breach  of  the  entire  con- 
tract 

4.  Contractors  for  the  loading  and  unloading  of  vessels  and  cars  upon 
docks,  who  had  given  bond  for  prompt  performance,  stipulated  in 
a  written  agreement  with  their  employees  that  for  a  breach  of  such 
agreement  by  the  latter  in  quitting  the  service  the  employer  might 


Wis.]       .  JANUAKY  TEEM,  1899.  173 

Walsh  and  others  vs.  Fisher. 

retain,  as  liquidated  damages,  any  wages  then  earned  by  the  em- 
ployee quitting,  not  exceeding  fifteen  days'  wages  in  alL  Heldy 
that  such  stipulation  was  justified,  and  that  the  amount  so  to  be 
retained  should  be  regarded  as  liquidated  damages  and  not  a  penalty. 


Ebrob  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  superior  court  of  Doug- 
las county:  Charles  Smith,  Judge.    Reversed. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  $25.50,  for  fifteen  days'  per- 
sonal services  rendered  by  one  MoKillop  to  the  plaintiffs  in 
error  in  June  and  July,  1896,  the  claim  having  been  assigned 
by  McKillop  to  Mrs.  Fisher^  the  defendant  in  error.  The 
answer,  after  a  general  denial,  contained  a  counterclaim, 
alleging  that  McKillop  was  employed  under  an  entire  con- 
tract for  the  season  of  1896,  and  that  he  breached  said  con- 
tract without  cause,  and  claimed  damages  for  such  breach. 
On  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  as  co- 
partners, had  entered  into  a  contract  with  various  railrpad 
and  steamboat  companies  for  the  loading  and  unloading  of 
vessels  and  cars  upon  some  of  the  docks  at  West  Superior 
for  the  season  of  1896,  and  had  given  bond  for  the  prompt 
performance  of  such  contract  in  a  considerable  sum.  In 
order  to  perform  this  work,  two  classes  of  men  were  em- 
ployed. One  class,  to  which  McKillop,  Mrs.  Fisher*s  as- 
signor, belonged,  were  known  as  day  men,  who  were  regu- 
larly employed  under  a  contract  which  stipulated  that  they 
should  work  throughout  the  season  of  1896,  and  should  re- 
ceive pay  at  a  stipulated  rate  per  day  for  every  working 
day,  whether  work  was  provided  for  them  or  not.  Of  this 
class  there  were  about  eighty  men.  The  other  class,  known 
as  hourly  men,  were  employed  casually,  as  the  occasion 
arose,  and  paid  by  the  hour  for  the  time  they  in  fact  worked. 
Of  these,  the  defendants  had  employed  at  times  some  300. 
McKillop,  in  common  with  the  other  day  men,  had  entered 
into  a  written  agreement  of  employment,  which,  in  addition 
to  the  terms  above  mentioned,  provided  several  ways  in 
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which  it  might  be  terminated ;  among  others,  the  following : 
First,  by  first  party  or  his  agents  discharging  second  party 
for  any  violation  of  this  agreement  in  any  respect;  third, 
by  the  neglect,  refusal,  or  inability  of  the  second  party  at 
any  time  to  obey  the  orders  of  the  first  party  or  hig  foreman, 
or  to  perform  a  fair  and  reasonable  day's  work;  fourth,  by 
the  failure  of  the  second  party  to  perform  any  agreement 
therein.  It  further  provided  that,  in  case  of  termination 
for  either  of  the  above-mentioned  causes,  the  first  party 
might  retain  any  wages  then  earned  by  the  second  party, 
not  exceeding  fifteen  days'  wages  in  all,  to  his  own  use,  as 
and  for  liquidated  damages  for  the  breach  thereof,  which 
said  sum  was  agreed  to  be  the  ascertained  damages  for  such 
termination  and  breach,  and  a  fair  and  full  compensation 
therefor.  It  was  also  provided  that  payment  should  be 
made  on  the  fifteenth  of  each  month  for  the  work  done  dur- 
ing the  preceding  month. 

McKillop  knew  or  had  heard  when  he  signed  the  contract 
that  the  plaintiffs  in  error  had  contracted  with  railroad  and 
steamship  companies  as  aforesaid,  and  were  under  bonds; 
that  a  large  force  was  required  to  carry  out  their  contracts; 
that  boats  and  cars  were  liable  to  come  in  at  all  times  of 
the  day  or  night,  and  would  have  to  be  loaded  or  unloaded ; 
and  that  it  required  a  few  experienced  men  to  work  with 
the  inexperienced  ones  to  safely  and  speedily  conduct  the 
work. 

It  appears  by  the  evidence  that  on  the  evening  of  the  6th 
of  July,  1896,  the  so-called  hourly  men  quit  in  a  body,  or 
"struck,"  demanding  an  increase  of  wages;  and  that  the 
'Longshoresmen  Union,  on  the  following  day,  July  7th,  dis- 
cussed the  question  of  that  strike,  and  assumed  control  and 
jurisdiction  of  it  for  the  hourly  men,  and  served  on  the 
plaintiffs  in  error  a  notice  signed  by  their  officers,  demand- 
ing an  increase  of  pay  for  the  hourly  men.  It  appears  that 
McKillop  had  for  something  like  a  year  been  a  member  of 
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the  'Longshoresmen  Union,  but  had  dropped  out  of  active 
connection  with  it,  and  did  not  know  that  the  union  was 
having  anything  to  do  with  the  strike  of  the  hourly  men. 
The  day  men,  continuing  to  work  during  the  7th  and  8th 
of  July,  were  interfered  with  by  squads  of  the  striking 
hourly  men,  and  threatened  with  serious  violence  unless 
they  also  quit  work.  This  interference  did  not  occur  at  the 
docks  where  they  were  at  work,  but  upon  the  streets,  as 
they  were  going  to  and  from  their  work.  These  threats 
were  of  personal  injury,  and,  as  McKillop  and  others  of  the 
day  men  testified,  put  them  in  serious  fear;  so  that  on  the 
•  evening  of  July  8th  a  considerable  number  of  the  day  men, 
including  McKillop,  attended  a  meeting  of  the  'Longshores- 
men  Union,  at  which  it  was  demanded  that  the  day  men 
also  quit  work,  unless  wages  were  raised  both  for  the  hourly 
and  day  men,  and  that  such  quitting  take  place  at  noon  of 
the  following  day,  unless  the  demands  were  acceded  to; 
and  a  resolution  was  offered  and  passed  that  the  day  men 
must  quit  accordingly,  unless  such  concessions  were  made. 
It  does  not  appear  that  McKillop  voted  on  this  resolution, 
nor  whether  he  entered  into  any  agreement  other  than  that 
which  may  be  inferred  from  the  fact  that  he  was  a  member 
of  the  union,  and  hence  impliedly  bound  to  abide  its  decisions. 
McKillop  testifies  that  he  was  again  interfered  with  on  the 
morning  of  the  9th  on  his  way  to  work,  by  seven  or  eight 
of  the  strikers;  and  at  noon  he  quit  work,  as  did  also  all  of 
the  day  men  who  belonged  to  the  union,  the  plaintiffs  in 
error  having  declined  to  accede  to  their  demands. 

McKillop  testifies :  "  I  was  stopped  on  my  way  to  work 
the  morning  of  the  day  I  quit.  There  were  seven  or  eight 
of  them.  They  asked  me  if  I  was  going  to  quit.  I  said  I 
didn't  think  I  would.  They  said,  if  I  didn't  quit,  they  would 
club  me  to  death ;  they  would  murder  half  of  us  down  there. 
I  said  nothing  more,  but  kept  on  going.  I  worked  until 
noon  that  day.     On  our  way  home  we  were  met  by  another 


176  SUPREME  OOFET  OF  WISCONSIN.         [102 

Walsh  and  others  vs.  Fisher. 

gang,  and  they  told  us  to  stay  home  that  afternoon.  I  don't 
know  who  those  men  were.  I  didn't  go  back  to  work  that 
afternoon.  I  was  kind  of  scared  of  those  men  down  there 
in  the  yard.  I  boarded  at  the  corner  of  Third  street  and 
Banks  avenue.  I  didn't  consider  it  safe  at  any  time  after  I 
quit,  until  the  strike  was  over,  for  me  to  go  back  to  work, 
and  for  that  reason  I  remained  away.  I  heard  of  men  get- 
ting held  up  and  attacked  after  I  quit.  I  don't  know  what 
men  they  were.  They  were  working  for  Mr.  Walsh.  I  quit 
because  I  feared  those  men  I  met  in  going  to  and  from  my 
work  would  hurt  me." 

On  cross-examination  he  testified  as  follows:  ^^It  is  a 
fact  that  the  reason  I  quit  was  because  the  rest  of  the  day 
men  quit ; "  and,  further :  "  I  didn't  know  for  sure  at  noon 
of  July  9th  that  1  was  going  to  quit.  I  thought  everything 
might  be  all  right  when  we  got  home  at  noon;  that  is,  the 
-strike  might  be  caUed  off,  or  something  I  was  thinking 
that." 

After  the  day  men  quit,  on  the  9th  of  July,  the  strike 
continued  for  some  days,  the  officers  of  the  union  exerting 
themselves  to  prevent  men  coming  in  from  St.  Paul  and 
Minneapolis  to  supply  the  place  of  the  strikers;  and  the 
plaintiffs  in  error  were  undoubtedly  put  to  great  straits  and 
large  expense  by  reason  thereof,  though  they  were  not  al- 
lowed on  the  trial  to  go  into  that,  it  being  held  that  their 
damages  were  liquidated  by  the  written  contract. 

The  defendant  in  error  claimed  that  there  was  due  Mc- 
Killop,  when  he  quit,  fifteen  days'  wages,  which,  at  the  con- 
tract price  of  $1.70,  amounted  to  $25.50,  and  put  in  evidence 
.a  written  assignment  to  her  of  all  claim  against  the  plaintiffs 
in  error  for  work,  labor,  and  services  done  and  performed 
during  June,  1896,  amounting  to  $25.50,  dated  July  24, 
1896. 

The  jury  found  for  the  defendant  in  error,  and  to  reverse 
the  judgment  entered  thereon,  after  first  moving  to  set  the 
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verdict  aside,  as  contrary  to  the  evidence,  the  defendants 
below  brought  their  writ  of  error. 

A.  T.  Roch^  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

For  the  defendant  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  O^Brien 
<&  YaugKn^  and  oral  argument  by  P.  H,  O^Brien,  They 
argued,  inter  alia^  that  the  plaintiflPs  assignor  having  been 
prevented  from  fully  performing  his  contract  without  the 
fault  of  either  party,  could  recover  for  the  work  done  under 
it  upon  an  implied  assumpsit  1  Beach,  Modem  Law  of 
Contracts,  §  228 ;  Pa/rker  v.  MaGomibery  17  R.  I.  674 ;  Cutter 
V,  Powellj  6  Term,  320 ;  Bream  v.  Marsh,  4  Leigh,  21 ;  Haynes 
V,  Second  Baptist  Gliurch,  12  Mo.  App.  536;  Ga/rpenter  v. 
Gay,  12  R  L  306;  Farrow  «.  Wilson,  L.  R.  4  0.  P.  744.  A 
strike  of  workmen  is  no  excuse  for  the  failure  to  perform  a 
contract,  but  where  the  workmen  abandon  their  work,  and 
by  violence  and  intimidation  prevent  other  employees  who 
are  ready  and  wiUing  to  work  from  doing  so,  then  this 
ceases  to  be  a  strike.  Geismer  v.  L,  8.  &  M,  8,  R,  Go,  102 
N.  Y.  563 ;  1  Beach,  Mod.  Law  of  Cont.  §  238 ;  Pittsburgh, 
Ft.  W.  cfe  G.  R.  Go.  V.  Hazen,  84  111.  36;  Pittsburgh,  G.  & 
St.  L.  R.  Go.  V.  HoUoweU,  65  Ind.  188;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S. 
R.  Go.  V.  Bermett,  6  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Oas.  391 ;  Indicmapolis 
<&  St.  Jj.  R.  Go.  V.  Juntgen,  10  111.  App.  295. 

WiNSLow,  J.  The  question  which  was  sharply  litigated 
in  this  case  was  whether  McKillop  quit  because  of  genuine 
and  justifiable  fear  of  serious  bodily  violence  at  the  hands  of 
the  hourly  men  who  had  struck,  or  because  of  the  agreement 
or  resolution  of  the  day  men  to  strike  at  noon  of  the  9th  of 
July,  unless  the  demands  of  the  hourly  men  were  acceded 
to.  There  was  evidence  which  would  justify  a  finding  either 
way  on  these  propositions.  Certainly,  there  were  ample  facts 
which  would  justify  the  conclusion  that  McKillop  quit  be- 
cause he  choose  to  abide  by  the  resolution,  or,  in  other  words, 
that  he  was  in  fact  one  of  the  second  set  of  strikers.  If  such 
Vol.  102—12 
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were  the  case,  no  recovery  could  be  had,  because  his  con- 
tract was  entire  and  he  voluntarily  abandoned  his  work, 
without  valid  excuse,  before  the  end  of  the  stipulated  time. 
Koplita  V.  PoweU,  56  Wis.  671. 

This  proposition  of  law  was  substantially  correctly  stated 
in  the  following  instruction,  which  was  offered  by  the  de- 
fendant :  "  Tou  are  instructed  that  if  Mr.  McKillop  left  his 
work,  under  and  pursuant  to  the  agreement  of  the  day  men 
and  the  hourly  men  on  the  night  of  July  8, 1896, —  that  is, 
to  quit  at  noon,  July  9th,  if  defendants  did  not  concede  to 
the  proposition  submitted  to  them  on  July  8th,  then  plaint- 
iff cannot  recover,  and  your  verdict  shall  be  for  the  defend- 
ants." 

The  court  read  this  instruction  to  the  jury,  and  added  the 
following  words:  "That  is,  if  that  was  the  reason  he  quit, 
and  the  danger  was  not  such  —  that  the  danger  or  apparent 
danger  was  not  such  —  that  the  man  of  ordinary  nerve  would 
have  refused  or  declined  to  go  on  with  the  work,  your  ver- 
dict will  be  for  the  defendants." 

We  think  that  the  addition  of  this  limitation  to  the  in- 
struction was  error.  Irrespective  of  the  statute  which  re- 
quires an  instruction  to  be  given  as  asked  or  refused  in  full 
(R  S.  1878,  sec.  2853),  we  think  the  plaintiffs  in  error  were 
certainly  entitled  to  have  the  instruction  which  they  asked 
given  without  dilution  or  qualification.  The  proposition 
was  thut,  if  Mr.  McKillop  quit  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement 
to  strike,  he  could  not  recover,  and  the  jury  should  have 
been  so  informed  plainly  and  directly,  without  being  required 
to  determine,  in  addition,  what  would  have  been  the  condi- 
tion of  mind  of  a  hypothetical  man  who  perhaps  had  entered 
into  no  agreement  to  strike.  The  last  clause  added  a  con- 
fusing element  to  a  simple  proposition,  and  it  was  error  to 
attach  it  to  the  instruction  as  asked. 

A  more  important  and  vital  question,  however,  is  yet  to 
be  considered.    There  was  a  motion  to  direct  a  verdict  for 
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the  plaintiffs  in  error,  which  was  overruled  and  exception 
taken;  and  this  raises  the  question  whether,  in  any  view  of 
the  case,  the  defendant  in  error  is  entitled  to  recover.  It 
seems  to  have  been  assumed  upon  the  trial  below,  and  upon 
the  argument  in  this  court,  that,  if  MoKillop  was  excused  in 
leaving  the  defendant's  service  on  account  of  the  threats  of 
strikers  to  do  him  bodily  harm,  he  can  recover  for  the  time 
of  his  actual  service,  without  deduction  for  damages  suffered 
by  the  master  by  reason  of  his  breach  of  contract.  Such  is 
certainly  not  the  law.  If  a  servant  is  prevented  from  per- 
forming his  contract  by  the  act  or  fault  of  the  master,  the 
master  cannot,  of  course,  recover  or  recoup  any  damages, 
because  the  breach  is  his  own.  Wood,  Master  &  S.  (2d  ed.), 
§  148.  But,  in  case  the  servant  is  prevented  from  fulfilling 
his  conti'act  for  personal  services  by  his  own  sickness,  this 
is  not  the  fault  or  act  of  the  master,  and  while  the  servant 
will  generally  be  excused  from  fulfilling  his  contract  and  be 
entitled  to  recover  for  the  labor  performed  up  to  the  time 
of  his  sickness,  the  master  will  be  entitled  to  counterclaim 
his  damages  for  the  breach  of  contract,  for  which  he  (the 
master)  was  not  responsible.  The  justice  of  the  rule  is  ap- 
parent on  a  moment's  reflection.  Wood,  Master  &  S.  (2d 
ed.),  §  122. 

Now,  it  may  well  be  that  McKillop  would  be  justified  in 
quitting  if  the  danger  of  bodily  injury  was  real  and  immi- 
nent, and  the  threats  of  the  strikers  were  so  serious  that  a 
reasonable  man  in  McKillop's  situation  would  have  been 
justified  in  believing  that  he  was  in  imminent  danger  if  he 
continued  to  work;  for  it  can  hardly  be  claimed  that  a  man 
must  daily  carry  his  life  in  his  hand  in  such  a  manner.  Still, 
this  condition  of  things  was  a  condition  for  which  the  mas- 
ter was  in  no  way  responsible.  If  it  operated  to  relieve 
McKillop  from  his  obligation  to  work  the  entire  season,  still 
it  manifestly  could  not  operate  to  give  him  any  greater  right 
against  his  employer  than  as  though  he  had  been  relieved  of 
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his  contract  by  sickness  or  vis  major ,  for  which  his  employer 
was  not  responsible.  It  is  still  the  employee,  and  not  the  em- 
ployer, who  breaks  the  contract;  and  the  rule  that  the  party 
who  breaks  an  entire  contract  shall  have  no  recovery  by  rea- 
son of  his  part  performance  of  it  is  relaxed  only  to  the  extent 
of  permitting  recovery  of  compensation  for  the  actual  bene- 
fit conferred  upon  the  employer,  or,  as  more  usually  ex- 
pressed, by  allowing  the  employee  the  value  of  his  services 
after  deducting  the  damages,  if  any,  suffered  by  the  employer 
by  reason  of  the  breach  of  the  entire  contract.  Wood,  Mas- 
ter &  S.  §  122;  Fenton  v.  Clark,  11  Vt.  557;  HuUard  v.  Bd- 
den,  27  Vt.  645;  Patrick  v.  Putnam,  27  Vt.  759;  Pyan  v. 
Daytm,  26  Conn.  188;  Wolfe  v.  Howes,  20  N.  T.  197-203; 
Clark  V.  Gilbert,  26  K  T.  279;  AUen  v.  MoEibhin,.5  Mich. 
449-455. 

In  the  last-cited  case  {AUen  v.  McKihhim)  the  court  tersely 
states  the  rule  as  to  the  measure  of  recovery  thus:  "  Without 
reviewing  the  cases  in  detail,  we  think  that  the  only  rule 
which  harmonizes  them  may  be  laid  down  substantially  as 
follows:  The  defaulting  plaintiff  can  in  no  case  recover  more 
than  the  contract  price,  and  cannot  recover  that  if  his  work 
is  not  reasonably  worth  it,  or  if,  by  paying  it,  the  rest  of  the 
work  will  cost  the  defendant  more  than  if  the  whole  had 
been  completed  under  the  contract.  The  party  in  default 
can  never  gain  by  his  default,  and  the  other  party  can  never 
be  permitted  to  lose  by  it;  and  the  price  thus  determined  is 
the  true  amount  recoverable  on  a  qtujmtum  meruit" 

The  recovery,  then,  in  the  most  favorable  aspect  of  the 
case,  is  limited  to  the  amount  of  MoKillop's  wages  at  the 
agreed  rate,  less  any  damages  resulting  to  the  employer 
from  the  termination  of  the  contract.  Those  damages  are 
stipulated  and  fixed.  The  language  used  in  the  written 
agreement  is  apt,  and  clearly  expresses  the  understanding 
that  the  damages  recoverable  for  a  termination  thereof 
shall  be  fifteen  days'  wages.     The  consequences  of  a  ter- 
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mination  of  this  contract  of  employment  were  eminently  of 
the  character  to  justify  stipulation  of  the  damages  in  ad- 
vance. Uncertainty  as  to  the  possibility  and  expense  of  find- 
ing another  employee,  and  as  to  the  wages  to  be  paid  if  one 
be  found;  uncertainty  as  to  the  extent  of  interruption  or 
embarrassment  of  the  numerous  other  employees,  joined  with 
the  uncertain,  but  possibly  very  large,  liability  to  vessel  own- 
ers or  shippers  which  might  be  imposed  upon  defendants  by 
interruption  of  their  work,  the  apportionment  of  which  dam- 
ages to  each,  should  several  of  the  contracting  employees 
quit  at  once,  would  be  extremely  difficult  and  intricate, —  all 
these  elements  bring  the  situation  within  the  rule  adopted 
in  BerHnkoU  v.  Traphagen^  39  Wis.  219,  226. 

The  damages  stipulated  by  the  contract  equal  the  amount 
of  the  defendant  in  error's  demand,  and  therefore,  upon  the 
most  favorable  view  of  the  evidence,  preclude  any  recovery. 
A  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error  should  have  been  directed, 
and  the  verdict  for  the  defendant  in  error  should  have  been 
set  aside. 

By  the  Cowrt. — Judgment  reversed,  and  action  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 

Babdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 


Wbbsteb  and  others.  Appellants,  vs.  Douglas  County  and 

others.  Respondents. 

December  19, 1898—Fetfruary  ^1, 1899. 

Public  officers:  Injunction  against  illegal  payments:  Compelling  repay- 
ment: Action  by  taxpayers:  Lacties:  Innocent  purchasers  of  toar- 
rants:  Counties:  Limitation  on  hightoay  expenditures:  Violation 
of  injunction:  Interest:  Costs. 

1.  A  taxpayer  may  maintain  an  action  in  equity,  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  all  other  taxpayers,  to  restrain  public  officers  from  paying  out 
the  public  money  for  illegal  purposes,  and  may  also,  imder  the 
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proper  circumstances,  compel  public  officers  and  even  third  per- 
sons to  repay  into  the  public  treasury  money  already  paid  out  ille- 
gally. 

^  Under  sea  1308,  R  S.  1878,  providing  that  any  county  board  may 
annually  levy  ''a  county  road  tax  not  exceeding  $8,000,  which  shall 
be  expended  under  their  direction  in  making  culverts,  grading, 
graveling,  ditching,  or  otherwise  improving  "  highways  which  have 
been  adopted  as  county  roads  or  designated  for  the  purpose  of 
spending  money  in  their  repair,  the  amount  which  a  county  may 
spend  upon  highways  in  any  one  year  is  limited  to  the  amount 
previously  raised  by  tax.  Whatever  was  said  to  the  contrary  in 
Harrison  v.  Mihvaukee  Co.  51  Wis.  645.  is  overruled. 

8.  Although  a  taxpayers'  suit  to  enjoin  an  illegal  expenditure  of  money 
upon  highways  pursuant  to  an  unauthorized  resolution  of  the 
county  board  was  not  commenced  until  after  a  part  of  the  work 
had  been  done  and  some  payments  had  been  made  thereon,  it  is 
Tield  that  this  was  not  such  laches  as  would  bar  the  action  in  re- 
spect to  future  work. 

4  An  injunctional  order  forbidding  county  officers  to  expend  any 
money  or  do  any  work  on  highways  pursuant  to  an  unauthorized 
resolution  of  the  county  board,  or  until  after  a  road  tax  should 
thereafter  be  levied,  was  modified  so  as  to  allow  necessary  repairs 
to  be  made  upon  county  roads  or  roads  which  had  been  designated 
for  the  expenditure  of  county  money.  Held,  that  this  merely  per- 
mitted such  repairs  as  were  necessary  to  make  travel  safe,  and  did 
not  allow  general  road  work,  as  contemplated  by  the  resolution,  to 
be  carried  on. 

6.  The  deliberate  disobedience  of  the  injunctional  order  by  the  county 

officers  in  proceeding  with  general  road  work  and  paying  for  the 
same  could  not  be  in  good  faith,  nor  could  there  be  any  ratification 
of  their  act  by  the  county  board,  or  any  estoppel,  which  would  nul- 
lify the  command  of  the  court. 
C  The  county  officials  who  assisted  in  such  violation  of  the  injunction, 
either  by  voting  the  issuance  of  orders  or  by  countersigning  the 
same  or  by  paying  out  the  money  thereon,  as  well  as  the  persons 
who  received  the  money,  to  the  extent  of  the  amoimts  respectively 
received  by  them,  should  be  required,  in  a  taxpayers'  action,  to  repay 
to  the  county  treasury  the  sums  so  wrongfully  paid  out. 

7.  Moneys  paid  out  by  public  officers  in  direct  violation  of  law  may  be 

recovered  from  the  officials  themselves  and  from  the  recipients 
thereof,  in  actions  seasonably  brought  by  taxpayers  on  behalf  of 
the  public,  especially  where  the  transaction  is  marked  by  haste, 
fraud,  collusion,  or  concealment. 
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8.  But  a  court  of  equity  will  not,  in  such  an  action,  require  repayment 

from  one  who,  for  a  valuable  consideration  and  in  good  faith,  had 
purchased  county  warrants  issued  in  payment  for  work  done  under 
-  illegal  contracts,  where,  notwithstanding  the  public  nature  of  the 
proceedings  and  of  the  work,  the  action  was  not  brought  until  after 
a  large  part  of  the  work  had  been  done  and  the  warrants  in  ques- 
tion had  been  issued  and  paid. 

9.  Where,  at  the  suit  of  taxpayers,  public  officers  and  contractors  are 

held  liable  to  repay  moneys  illegally  obtained  from  the  public  treas- 
ury, they  should  be  charged,  also,  with  interest  from  the  time  such 
moneys  were  unlawfully  drawn  out. 
10.  In  an  action  by  taxpayers  to  restrain  public  officers  from  paying  out 
public  moneys  illegally  and  to  compel  repayment  of  moneys  already 
so  paid  out,  it  is  held  that  costs  should  be  allowed  upon  fioal  judg- 
ment against  the  defendants 

Appeax  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Douglas 
county:  W.  F.  Bailey,  Judge.  Affirmed  as  to  the  defendant 
Duluth  Trust  Company,'  reversed  as  to  the  other  defendants. 

This  is  an  action  in  equity  commenced  August  7, 1894, 
by  the  plaintiffs,  as  taxpayers  of  Douglas  county,  on  behalf 
of  themselves  and  all  others  similarly  situated,  against  the 
county,  its  supervisors,  treasurer,  and  clerk,  together  with 
certain  contractors  for  highway  work,  to  enjoin  the  alleged 
illegal  expenditure  of  $8,000,  which  was  then  about  to  be 
expended  in  repairing  highways  throughout  the  county.  A 
preliminary  injunctional  order  was  obtained  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  served  with  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint;  but  on  the  4th  of  August  twelve  war- 
rants had  been  issued,  signed  by  the  chairman  of  the  board 
of  supervisors  and  the  county  clerk,  to  various  parties  who 
had  done  work  upon  the  highways,  aggregating  $2,984.75, 
and  on  the  6th  of  August  nine  of  these  orders  were  paid  by 
the  county  treasurer  aggregating  $2,342.95.  Thereupon  an 
amended  complaint  was  served  early  in  September,  alleging 
the  issuance  and  payment  of  these  last-named  orders,  and 
claiming  that  such  payment  was  collusive  and  with  intent 
to  defeat  the  action,  and  claiming  to  recover  all  money  so 
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paid  of  the  defendants  who  had  received  it  as  well  as  to  en- 
join any  further  payment's.  On  the  28th  of  December  fol- 
lowing, a  second  amended  and  supplemental  complaint  was 
served,  and  additional  defendants  were  brought  in  by  leave 
of  court.  By  this  complaint  it  was  charged  that  the  county 
board  had  paid  out  $4,402.63  upon  illegal  highway  work  in 
addition  to  the  $2,342.95  previously  paid  out,  and  it  was 
sought  to  recover  this  sum  of  the  officials  who  had  paid  it 
out,  as  well  as  of  the  parlies  who  had  received  it,  and  to  en- 
join any  further  payments.  The  pleadings  are  long,  and  it 
is  not  deemed  necessary  to  state  them  any  more  fully.  The 
facts  were  mostly  admitted  upon  the  trial,  and  were,  in  sub- 
stance, as  follows: 

In  the  county  of  Douglm^  outside  of  the  city  of  Superior, 
there  are  four  towns,  to  wit,  Superior,  Gordon,  Brule,  and 
Nebagamain,  and  there  were,  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  thirteen  members  of  the  board  of  super- 
visors, all  of  whom  were  made  defendants  in  this  action.  At 
the  I^ovember  meeting,  1893,  the  board  of  supervisors  levied 
a  county  road  tax  of  $8,000,  under  the  provisions  of  sec.  1308, 
E.  S.  1878.  Prior  to  the  5th  of  June,  1894,  all  of  this  $8,000 
had  been  spent  upon  the  highways  in  the  county.  On  the 
5th  of  June  the  following  resolution  was  passed  by  the  board 
of  supervisors :  "  Whereas,  the  road  and  bridge  committee 
of  Douglds  county  find  that  the  roads  and  bridges  through- 
out  the  county  are  in  need  of  repairs:  Therefore,  be  it  re- 
solved  that  the  county  board  be  requested  to  levy  a  tax  of 
eight  thousand  dollars  ($8,000.00)  at  the  annual  meeting  in 
November  next,  for  road  and  bridge  purposes,  said  levy  to 
be  equally  divided  between  the  towns  of  Brule,  Gordon,  Su- 
perior, and  Nebagamain;  and  that  the  chairmen  of  the 
various  towns  are  authorized  and  instructed  to  expend  two 
thousand  dollars  ($2,000.00)  in  their  various  towns  under 
and  by  direction  and  recommendation  of  the  road  and  bridge 
committee  of  said  couptv  of  DougloB?^ 
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Work  immediately  commenced  under  this  resolution,  con- 
sisting of  filling,  grading,  and  ditching  various  roads  in  the 
several  towns  of  the  county,  but  no  road  commissioners  were 
appointed  to  superintend  the  work,  nor  any  bonds  required 
from  contractors,  as  required  by  sec.  1309,  E.  S.  18T8.  On 
the  3d  of  August,  1894,  the  county  board  of  supervisors 
adopted  the  following  resolution:  "  Whereas,  it  is  evident 
that  the  money  levied  for  normal  school  purposes  will  not 
be  required  until  November:  Eesolved,  that  eight  thousand 
dollars  ($8,000.00)  of  that  amount  be  transferred  to  the  road 
and  bridge  fund,  and,  when  the  road  and  bridge  levy  is  made 
at  the  annual  meeting,  the  same  shall  be  credited  by  the 
county  clerk  to  the  normal  school  fund,  the  same  to  be  ex- 
pended  on  county  roads." 

On  the  same  day  they  allowed  the  following  bills  for  work 
which  had  been  done  under  the  resolution  of  June  5th,  viz, : 
A  claim  for  $1,007.25  in  favor  of  the  defendant  McLaggan 
for  road  work  in  the  town  of  Gordon ;  also  a  claim  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  Ag&n  for  $41.80  for  road  work  done  in  said 
town  of  Gordon;  also  a  claim  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
Cassidy  for  road  work  done  in  the  town  of  Nebagamain  for 
$1,008 ;  also  a  claim  in  favor  of  the  defendant  Ohney  for 
road  work  done  in  the  town  of  Nebagamain  amounting  to 
|927.70.  On  the  following  day  twelve  county  orders  were 
issued  for  the  bills  so  allowed,  and  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ants in  whose  favor  they  were  allowed,  and  on  the  6th  day 
of  August,  being  the  day  before  the  injunctional  order  was 
served,  nine  of  said  twelve  orders  were  presented  and  paid, 
four  of  which  orders,  amounting  to  $1,008  and  covering  the 
claim  of  Cassidy^  were  paid  to  the  defendant  McClure,  who 
was  a  supervisor  from  the  town  of  Nebagamain,  and  to 
whom  Cassidy  had  indorsed  the  orders.  The  McLaggan  or- 
ders, amounting  to  $1,007.25,  were  paid  to  the  defendant 
the  Duluth  Trust  Company^  to  whom  McLaggan  had  in- 
dorsed them;  and  the  order  for  $327.70,  being  one  of  the 
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Cloney  orders,  was  paid  to  the  defendant  0.  K,  Anderson^ 
the  county  clerk,  to  whom  it  had  been  transferred. 

On  the  7th  of  August,  1894,  the  preliminary  injunetional 
order  was  served  with  the  summons  and  complaint,  which 
enjoined  the  board  of  supervisors  from  proceeding  to  expend 
money  or  doing  work  under  the  resolution  of  June  6, 1894, 
and  from  expending  any  money  or  doing  any  road  or  bridge 
work  until  after  a  road  tax,  not  exceeding  $8,000,  should  be 
thereafter  levied  at  the  annual  meeting,  and  from  expend- 
ing anything  after  such  levy  "  except  on  main  traveled  high- 
ways legally  laid  out  and  duly  and  legally  adopted  as  county 
roads,"  and  from  allowing  any  bills  for  road  or  bridge  work 
until  after  such  levy,  and  then  only  for  work  performed 
after  the  levy,  and  from  signing  or  issuing  any  county  orders 
for  such  bills;  also  enjoining  the  county  treasurer  from  pay- 
ing any  orders  previously  issued,  including  the  orders  issued 
on  the  4th  of  August  in  favor  of  McLaggan^  Agen,  Gassidy, 
and  Cloney,  On  the  3d  of  September  following,  this  tem- 
porary injunetional  order  was  modified  by  the  circuit  court 
by  striking  out  the  words,  "  except  upon  main  traveled  high- 
ways legally  laid  out  and  duly  and  legally  adopted  as  county 
roads,"  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  the  following  words, 
viz.  "  except  main  traveled  highways  or  parts  of  said  high- 
ways duly  and  legally  adopted  as  such,  or  such  highways  or 
parts  thereof  duly  and  legally  designated  for  the  expendi- 
ture of  county  money  in  their  repair,  pursuant  to  section 
1308  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  except  in  the  exercise  of 
the  powers  conferred  upon  counties  pursuant  to  section  1311 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,"  and  by  adding  thereto  the  follow- 
ing provision :  "  Ordered,  further,  that  said  injunetional  order 
be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  modified  so  far  as  the  same  en- 
joins the  county  board  from  proceeding  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  law  to  make  necessary  repairs  upon  roads  mentioned 
in  the  above  exceptions,  such  repairs  to  be  paid  for  out  of 
the  next  levy  regularly  made  for  such  purposes ;  but  the  is- 
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suing  of  county  orders  therefor  in  advance  of  such  levy,  or 
the  taking  of  funds  heretofore  raised  by  taxation  for  any 
other  special  purpose,  to  pay  for  any  such  repairs,  are  hereby, 
during  the  pendency  of  said  action  and  until  the  further 
order  of  the  court,  strictly  enjoined." 

Notwithstanding  this  order,  work  proceeded  upon  the 
highways  of  the  county  under  the  resolution  of  June  5th, 
which  work  was  principally  grading  and  ditching;  and  at 
the  annual  meeting  of  the  board  of  supervisors  in  November, 
1894,  the  county  board  duly  levied  $8,000  as  a  county  road 
tax,  under  sec.  1308,  K.  S.  1878.  At  an  adjourned  meeting 
of  said  board  of  supervisors,  held  on  the  22d  of  December, 
1894,  at  which  seven  supervisors  only  were  present,  the  re- 
maining bills  for  the  work  done  under  the  resolution  of  the 
5th  of  June  were  allowed,  and  county  orders  directed  to  be 
issued  therefor,  and  were  almost  immediately  issued,  to  the 
various  persons  who  had  performed  such  work,  or  to  whom 
the  claims  for  such  work  had  been  assigned,  all  of  whom  are 
made  defendants  in  this  action.  The  greater  part  of  these 
orders  were  paid  by  the  county  treasurer  on  the  same  day. 
At  that  time  there  was  no  money  in  the  road  and  bridge 
fund  of  the  county,  and  could  not  be  until  the  taxes  levied 
at  the  November  meeting  were  collected.  There  was  much 
dispute  as  to  whether  the  highways  upon  which  the  work 
had  been  done  had  been  adopted  as  county  roads,  or  whether 
they  had  been  so  designated,  under  sec.  1308,  that  the  county 
might  properly  spend  its  funds  in  improving  them;  but,  in 
the  view  which  is  taken  of  the  case,  it  is  not  deemed  neces- 
sary to  go  into  this  dispute. 

It  was  undisputed  that  the  contracts  for  the  work  which 
was  done  under  the  resolution  of  June  5th  were  not  made 
by  road  commissioners  appointed  by  the  board  of  super- 
visors, and  that  no  bonds,  as  required  by  sec.  1309,  were 
ever  given,  by  the  contractors  for  the  performance  of  their 
duties,  but  that  each  chairman  made  the  contracts  for  the 
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work  done  within  his  town.  It  was  further  undisputed  that 
none  of  such  highway  work  for  which  the  bills  aforesaid 
were  allowed  was  done  under  the  provisions  of  sec.  1311, 
E.  S.  1878,  nor  was  the  same  bridge  work  done  under 
sees.  1319,  1320,  E.  S.  1878. 

The  plaintiffs  alleged  that  much  of  the  work  was  fraudur 
lent  in  its  nature,  and  that  certain  of  the  board  of  supervis- 
ors participated  in  the  fraud  and  profited  in  the  contracts, 
and  that  all  of  the  defendants  who  received  money  upon  the 
county  orders  were  participants  in  the  fraud.  These  allega- 
tions of  bad  faith,  however,  were  negatived  by  the  court, 
which  found  that  all  the  contracts  were  made  in  good  faith, 
were  fully  performed,  and  were  allowed  in  good  faith;  that 
there  was  no  conspiracy  on  the  part  of  the  supervisors,  or 
any  of  them,  to  defraud  the  county,  and  that  none  of  them 
received  any  profit  from  such  work,  and  that  the  county 
board  believed  that  they  might  issue  the  orders  which  they 
drew  without  violating  the  injunction,  and  that  they  acted 
upon  the  advice  of  counsel  in  so  doing;  that  the  defendant 
the  Dvluth  Tmst  Compcmy  purchased  the  order  held  by  it 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  in  good  faith,  with  no 
knowledge  of  any  irregularity  therein.  The  court  concluded 
that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  maintain  this  action;  that  the 
roads  on  which  the  money  was  expended  were  duly  desig- 
nated for  that  purpose;  and  that  the  contracts  for  the  road 
work  in  controversy  were  legal  contracts,  and  were  executed 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action. 

In  pursuance  of  these  conclusions  the  complaint  was  dis- 
missed, and  the  plaintiffs  appeal. 

For  the  appellants  there  were  briefs  by  Frederick  H.  Remr 
uiffton,  attorney,  and  Tit2i8  dk  McIntoBh,  of  counsel,  and  oral 
argument  by  Mr.  Remington  and  Mr.  A.  G.  Titvs. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  G.  R.  Fridley^ 
Loud  cfe  G^Brien^  and  McCausland  dk  Sjiiith^  and  oral  argu- 
ment by  C.  R,  Fridley,  P.  H.  O'Brien,  and  E.  F.  McCaua- 


Wi8.]  JANTJAEY  TERM,  1899.  189 


Webster  and  others  v&  Douglas  County  and  others. 

land.  They  argued,  amdng  other  things,  that  this  was  not 
a  case  in  which  one  taxpayer  could  sue  in  his  own  behalf 
and  obtain  relief,  and  consequently  he  could  not  unite  other 
taxpayers  with  him.  DooUtUe  v.  Broome  Co.  18  N.  Y.  157; 
Wood  V.  BangSj  1  Dak.  172;  Newcomh  v.  ITorton^  18  Wis. 
566;  WiUard  v.  Comstochj  58  Wis.  571.  The  limitation  upon 
the  amount  of  tax  that  can  be  levied  is  not  a  limitation  upon 
the  amount  which  may  be  expended.  Sixrrison  v.  Mihoau- 
y^ee  Co.  51  Wis.  661-2;  Howa/rd  v.  Oahlcosh,  33  Wis.  309; 
Einsey  v.  Pulaski  Co.  2  Dill.  253;  EmevBon  v.  Blairsville^  2 
Pittsburgh,  39 ;  People  ex  rd.  Murphy  v.  Kelh/y  76  N.  Y.  475. 
The  acts  of  the  town  chairmen  were  ratified  by  the  county 
board  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts.  Trester  v.  Sheboy- 
gam,,  87  Wis.  496;  Hark  v.  OladwM,  49  Wis.  172;  Frederick 
V.  Douglass  Co.  96  Wis.  411.  The  officers  were  not  guilty  of 
any  fraud,  and  were  not  liable  to  refund  the  money.  Wood 
V.  Bangs,  1  Dak.  1T2. 
The  following  opinion  was  filed  January  10, 1899: 

WiNSLow,  J.  It  is  well  settled  in  this  state  that  a  taxpaj^'er 
may  maintain  an  action  in  equity,  on  behalf  of  himself  and 
all  other  taxpayers,  to  restrain  public  officers  from  paying 
out  tha  public  money  for  illegal  purposes,  and  may  also, 
under  the  proper  circumstances,  compel  public  officers,  and 
even  third  persons,  to  repay  into  the  public  treasury  money 
already  paid  out  illegally.  These  propositions  do  not  require 
further  discussion.  WilZa/rd  v.-  Comstocky  58  Wis.  565 ;  Fredr 
erick  v.  Douglas  Co.  96  Wis.  411 ;  Quaw  v.  Paf,  98  Wis.  586 ; 
Zand,  Z.  c6  Z.  Co.  v.  Molntyre,  100  Wis.  245,  258. 

The  crucial  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the  county 
could  legally  spend  more  than  $8,000  in  one  fiscal  year  upon 
highways,  under  the  provisions  of  sec.  1308,  E.  8. 1878.  This 
section,  after  providing  that  county  boards  may  adopt  high- 
ways or  parts  of  highways  as  county  roads,  or  may  desig- 
nate highways  or  parts  of  highways  for  the  purpose  of 
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spending  money  in  their  repair  without  adopting  them  as 
county  roads,  then  provides  that  any  county  board  "  may 
annually  levy,  on  the  taxable  property  of  the  county,  a 
county  road  tax  not  exceeding  eight  thousand  dollars,  which 
shall  be  expended  under  their  direction,  in  making  culverts, 
grading,  graveling,  ditching  or  otherwise  improving  such 
highways." 

It  seems  very  manifest  to  us,  from  a  careful  reading  of  the 
section,  that  the  amount  of  the  tax  fixes  the  amount  which 
may  be  expended  in  any  one  year.  The  amount  is  plainly 
limited  to  the  amount  previously  raised  by  the  tax.  The 
board  may  first  raise  a  sum,  and  then  spend  it.  Whatever 
is  said  to  the  contrary  in  Harrison  v.  Milwaukee  Co.  51  Wis. 
645,  was  not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  that  case,  and  must 
be  considered  as  overruled.  See  £j[in^  v.  School  Dist,  52 
Wis.  502. 

In  the  present  case  the  board  raised  $8,000  by  tax  levied 
in  November,  1893,  and  spent  the  entire  sum  before  the  5th 
of  June,  1894.  They  then  proposed  to  spend  $8,000  more, 
and  pay  for  the  work  temporarily  out  of  the  normal  school 
fund,  and  finally  out  of  the  levy  to  be  made  in  November, 
1894.  This  they  had  no  power  nor  right  to  do.  They  how- 
ever proceeded,  not  in  the  manner  required  by  sec.  1309,  but 
in  a  lawless  and  irregular  manner,  to  parcel  out  $2,000  to 
each  of  the  chairmen  of  the  four  county  towns,  and  to  allow 
each  chairman  to  spend  his  portion  as  he  chose.  To  say 
that  this  entire  proceeding  was  irregular  and  illegal  is  to 
speak  of  it  very  mildly.  The  plaintiffs  brought  their  action 
after  the  work  had  begun,  and  just  after  about  $2,300  of 
orders  had  been  issued  and  paid.  Laying  aside,  for  the 
moment,  all  questions  as  to  the  status  of  the  sums  which 
had  thus  been  paid  out  before  the  action  was  begun,  we  can 
see  no  reason  why  the  plaintiffs  did  not  present  a  case  which 
would  require  all  further  work  and  payments  to  be  stopped. 
Certainly,  it  cannot  be  said  that  there  was  laches  so  far  as 
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future   work  was  concerned,  and,  as  we  have  already  in- 
dicated, the  expenditure  was  clearly  illegal. 

The  temporary  injunctional  order,  in  no  uncertain  terms, 
prevented  the  board  from  carrying  out  the  work  which  had 
been  illegally  commenced  under  the  resolution  of  June  5th. 
It  forbade  absolutely  the  allowance  of  any  bills,  or  the  pay- 
ment of  any  orders,  for  any  such  work  done  thereafter  and 
prior  to  the  next  tax  levy.  The  only  substantial  change  in 
this  prohibition,  which  was  made  by  the  modifying  order 
of  September  3d,  so  far  as  the  present  question  is  concerned, 
was  to  allow  necessary  repairs  to  be  made  upon  county 
roads  or  roads  which  had  been  designated  for  the  expendi- 
ture of  county  money.  The  purpose  and  meaning  of  this 
modification  was  to  allow  the  board  to  make  emergency  re- 
pairs, or  such  repairs  on  roads  as  were  necessarily  to  make 
travel  safe^  so  that  the  duty  of  the  county  to  travelers  upon 
its  highways  might  still  be  discharged.  It  is  idle  to  say  or 
to  argue  that  the  meaning  of  the  modification  was  to  allow 
general  road  work,  as  contemplated  by  the  resolution  of 
June  5th,  to  be  carried  on  under  new  contracts.  If  such 
was  its  meaning,  then  it  was  not  a  modification,  but  an  ab- 
rogation, of  the  injunctional  order,  and  the  proper  course 
would  have  been  to  vacate  the  original  order.  New  con- 
tractors were  found  who  were  willing  to  go  on  with  the 
work  and  take  their  chances.  A  majority  of  the  county 
board,  after  the  tax  levy  of  N"ovember,  1894,  pretended  to 
accept  the  work,  and  a  considerable  part  of  it  was  paid  for. 
It  is  said,  and  gravely  found  by  the  circuit  court,  that  this 
was  all  done  in  good  faith !  There  is  as  little  room  for  good 
faith  in  the  deliberate  disobedience  of  an  injunctional  order 
as  there  is  in  the  deliberate  commission  of  a  crime.  Xor  is 
there  room  for  ratification  or  estoppel.  The  plain  fact  is 
that  the  acts  of  the  public  officials  and  contractors,  after  the 
injunctional  order  of  August  7th  was  issued  and  served 
upon  them,  in  proceeding  with  general  road  work,  and  in 
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issuing  orders  to  pay  for  the  work,  and  in  actually  paying 
for  a  good  part  of  it,  were  and  are  utterly  indefensible. 
They  were  deliberate  contempts  of  court.  They  could  not 
be  in  good  faith,  under  such  circumstances,  nor  can  acts  of 
ratification  or  estoppel  nullify  the  command  of  the  court. 
By  the  temporary  injunction  the  parties  to  the  action  Avere 
commanded  to  refrain  from  further  action  until  the  contro- 
versy was  heard  upon  its  merits  and  decided,  so  that  the 
final  judgment  might  be  effective.  This  order  has  been 
disobeyed,  and  large  sums  have  been  paid  out  by  the  county 
officers  in  defiance  of  the  order.  Now,  at  the  close  of  the 
litigation,  it  is  found  that  the  preliminary  injunction  shouhl 
be  made  permanent;  but  the  status  quo  has  been  changed 
by  disobedience  of  the  preliminary  order,  and  this  disobedi- 
ence is  alleged  to  have  been  a  disobedience  in  good  faith, 
and  a  disobedience  which  the  county  board  has  ratified  and 
condoned.    These  claims  are  manifestly  absurd. 

The  work,  under  the  resolution  of  June  5, 1894,  was  illegal 
from  start  to  finish.  After  the  injunctional  order  of  Au- 
gust 7th,  it  should  have  stopped  at  once  in  obedience  to  the 
order  of  the  court;  but  the  order  having  been  disobeyed  and 
a  large  part  of  the  money  having  been  paid  out,  the  officials 
Avho  assisted  in  the  violation  of  the  injunction,  either  by  vot- 
ing the  issuance  of  orders  or  by  countersigning  the  same,  or 
by  paying  out  the  money  thereon,  as  well  as  the  defendants 
who  received  such  moneys,  to  the  extent  of  the  amounts  re- 
spectively received  by  them,  must  be  required  by  the  judg- 
ment to  repay  to  the  county  treasury  the  sums  so  wrongfully 
paid  out. 

The  question  of  the  recovery  of  the  sums  paid  out  on  the 
6th  of  August,  just  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  ac- 
tion, is  now  to  be  considered.  The  total  amount  then  paid 
out  was  $2,342.95,  of  which  $1,008  was  paid  to  the  defend- 
ant McGlure^  chairman  of  the  town  of  Nebagamain,  and 
also  chairman  of  the  county  board,  upon  four  orders  issued 
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to  the  contractor  Casaidy^  and  indorsed  by  him  to  MoClure 
for  the  convenience  of  Gasaidy;  $1,007.25  was  paid  to  the 
defendant  the  Dvluth  Trust  Compamy  upon  four  orders 
issued  to  the  contractor  McLaggan^  and  purchased  by  the 
company  of  McLaggam,;  and  $327.70  was  paid  to  the  de- 
fendant O.  K.  Anderson^  then  county  clerk  of  Douglas 
county,  upon  an  order  issued  to  the  contractor  Gloney  and 
by  him  transferred  to  Anderson.  As  to  the  moneys  paid  to 
McClure  and  Anderson^  as  assignees  of  the  Cassidy  and 
Gloney  orders,  the  situation  is  not  doubtful.  Both  of  these 
defendants  were  public  officials,  charged  with  important 
duties  in  relation  to  the  expenditure  of  the  public  moneys. 
They  were  trustees  of  the  public  funds.  Among  other  du- 
ties, both  of  these  officers  were  required  to  countersign  all 
county  orders.  E.  S.  1878^  sees.  667,  709,  subd.  3.  It  was 
their  sworn  duty  to  issue  no  orders  for  highway  work,  under 
sec.  1309,  until  a  committee  of  three  had  viewed  the  work 
and  reported  that  the  same  was  done  in  accordance  with 
the  contract.  This  duty  they  violated  flagrantly.  Not  only 
was  there  no  such  inspection  of  the  work,  but  the  bills  were 
railroaded  through  the  board  on  the  day  of  their  presenta- 
tion or  on  the  following  day,  when  there  were  no  moneys 
in  the  fund  to  pay  them,  evidently  with  a  settled  design  to 
give  no  opportunity  for  inspectioil.  The  warrants  were 
immediately  indorsed  by  the  contractors  to  the  defendants 
McGlwre  and  Anderson^  respectively,  and  the  money  drawn 
out  of  the  treasury.  It  is  true  the  court  has  found  that  the 
defendants  in  question  had  no  pecuniary  interest  in  the 
transaction,  and  that  they  acted  in  good  faith,  but  even 
these  findings  cannot  relieve  them  from  liability  for  their 
breach  of  trust  in  drawing  out  of  the  treasury  money  for  a 
purpose  not  authorized  by  law.  Such  money  they  must  re- 
turn, even  if  they  had  no  wicked  intent ;  but  we  do  not  think 
the  circumstances  in  proof  admit  of  a  finding  of  good  faith. 
The  allowance  of  these  accounts  and  payment  of  these  mon- 
Vou  102—13 
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eys  were  marked  by  haste  and  apparent  collusion  with  the 
contractors  which  requires  an  explanation  more  convincing 
than  any  which  appears  in  the  evidence  in  this  case.  The 
presumption  of  fraud  which  necessarily  arises  from  the 
allowance  of  illegal  bills  so  hastily,  when  there  were  no 
funds  in  the  treasury  to  pay  them  with,  the  money  being 
drawn  out  by  the  auditing  officers  themselves,  has  not  been 
met  and  rebutted.  Under  the  authorities  cited  in  this  opin- 
ion in  our  own  state,  as  well  as  the  authorities  cited  in  Fred- 
erick V.  Douglaa  Co.^  eupra^  we  hold  that  the  defendants 
McChire  and  Anderson  must  be  held  liable  to  return  the 
county  funds  so  received  by  them.  The  general  principles 
of  law  laid  down  in  the  oases  of  Frederick  v.  Douglas  Co,  96 
Wis.  411,  and  Land^  L.  <k  L.  Co.  v.  Mclntyre^  100  Wis.  245, 
258,  are  applicable  to  this  case.  Moneys  paid  out  by  public 
officers  in  direct  violation  of  law  may  be  recovered  from  the 
officials  themselves,  and  from  the  recipients  thereof,  in  ac- 
tions which  are  seasonably  brought  by  taxpayers  on  behalf 
of  the  public,  especially  where  the  transaction  is  marked  by 
haste,  fraud,  collusion,  or  concealment.  The  evidences  of 
haste,  collusion,  and  concealment  in  this  case  are  too  plain 
to  be  overlooked  or  misunderstood,  and  it  is  evident  that 
the  contractors  McLaggam,^  Cassidy^  Cloney^  and  Agen  act- 
ively assisted  the  disbursing  officers  in  their  efforts  to  de- 
plete the  treasury  before  interference  by  action  was  possible, 
and  hence  they  must  also  be  held  liable  to  the  extent  of  the 
moneys  received  by  them,  respectively. 

As  to  the  moneys  paid  to  the  Duluth  Trust  Conipcmyy  the 
court  found  that  the  orders  held  by  the  company  were  pur- 
chased for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  in  good  faith,  and 
with  no  knowledge  of  any  conspiracy  or  irregularity  in  the 
expenditure  of  the  money.  These  findings  are  sufficiently 
supported  by  the  evidence,  and  we  think  they  must  be  held  to 
free  the  defendant  trust  company  from  liability  in  this  form 
of  action,  at  least.  It  is  true  that  the  orders  possess  none 
of  the  qualities  of  negotiable  paper,  and  that  the  holder 
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stands  in  the  shoes  of  the  payee.  1  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  §  503. 
Had  payment  been  refused  by  the  county  treasurer,  and  ac- 
tion been  brought  against  the  county  upon  them,  all  the 
defenses  which  could  have  been  urged  against  the  original 
holder  could  have  been  urged  against  the  transferee.  But 
the  question  here  is  quite  different.  The  resolution  under 
which  the  work  in  question  was  done  was  adopted  June  5, 
1894,  and  work  was  at  once  commenced  under  it,  so  that 
nearly  $3,000  worth  of  highway  work  had  been  done  on  the 
3d  of  August  before  this  suit  was  commenced.  The  resolu- 
tion was  public  in  its  nature,  the  work  was  also  public,  and 
we  feel  that  the  neglect  in  bringing  the  action  until  after 
so  much  work  had  been  done,  and  orders  issued  and  nego- 
tiated in  the  hands  of  innocent  third  persons,  must  operate 
to  prevent  recovery  against  such  third  persons,  upon  the 
principle  of  laches,  as  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Frederick  v. 
Douglas  Co,  96  "Wis.  411.  The  plaintiflfs  have  invoked  the 
relief  of  a  court  of  equity,  and  they  have  delayed  in  so  doing 
until  serious  injury  will  result  to  a  party  who  had  no  par- 
ticipation in  the  illegal  contract,  if  the  plaintiffs  be  allowed 
to  recover.  We  are  not  now  discussing  the  rights  or  rem- 
edies of  the  county  itself,  in  a  proper  action  brought  by  its 
officers  to  recover  funds  illegally  obtained  from  the  treas- 
ury, but  simply  what  a  court  of  equity  will  do  when  its  aid 
is  invoked  by  a  taxpayer  who  might  have  brought  his  suit 
earlier  and  prevented  the  mischief,  had  he  chosen  to  do  so. 

The  defendant  trust  company  cannot  be  held  liable  in 
this  action.  The  supervisors  who  authorized  the  illegal  con- 
tracts and  expenditures  must,  however,  be  held  liable,  and 
the  auditing  and  disbursing  ofllcers,  as  well  as  the  contract- 
ors and  their  assignees,  to  the  extent  of  the  amounts  received 
by  them,  respectively,  after  the  commencement  of  this  ac- 
tion. 

By  the  Court. —  As  to  the  defendant  Duhcth  Trust  Comr 
pany^  the  judgment  is  affirmed,  without  costs,  except  attor- 
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ney's  fees;  and,  as  to  the  remaming  defendants,  the  judg- 
ment is  reversed,  with  costs,  and  with  directions  to  enter 
jadgment  for  the  plaintiff  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  February  21, 1899 : 

WmsLow,  J.  A  motion  is  made  to  correct  the  mandate 
in  this  case  so  that  it  shall  direct  the  allowance  of  interest 
upon  the  sums  drawn  out  of  the  county  treasury.  It  is  ap- 
parent that  interest  ought  to  be  allowed  from  the  time  the 
moneys  were  unlawfully  drawn  out,  and  the  opinion  and 
mandate  will  be  amended  so  as  to  direct  that  such  interest 
be  allowed.  The  motion  also  asks  that  the  trial  court  be 
directed  to  allow  costs  against  the  defendants  upon  final 
judgment.  Certainly  there  can  be  no  question  but  that  the 
defendants  should  be  adjudged  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  action, 
and  the  circuit  court  should  be  directed  to  enter  such  judg- 
ment. 

By  the  Court. — It  is  so  ordered. 

Babdben,  J.,  took  no  part. 
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Obousb,  Respondent,  vs.  Ohioago  &  Nobthwbstebk  Bail- 
way  CoMPANr,  Appellant. 

January  10 —February  $1, 1899. 

Railroads:  Injury  to  engineer  by  vxuhout:  Contributory  negligence: 
Special  verdict:  Proximate  cause:  Evidence:  Burden  of  proof: 
Medical  eaperts:  Annuity  tables:  Damages:  Husband  and  wife: 
Costs:  Printing. 

L  In  an  action  by  a  locomotive  engineer  against  a  railroad  company 
for  personal  injuries  sustained  in  consequence  of  a  washout  at  a 
oolvert^  it  appeared  that  M  was  not  proceeding  with  the  caution 
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required  by  the  rules  of  the  oomi»ny  in  case  of  sudden  and  heavy 
rains  or  indications  of  high  water,  but  it  did  not  appear  conclusively 
that  he  knew  that  the  rains  in  that  vicinity  had  been  so  severe 
or  unusual  as  to  call  for  the  exercise  of  such  caution.  Held,  that 
he  was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  as  a  matter  of  law. 

2L  a  verdict  in  such  action  that  the  track  was  negligently  constructed 
and  unsafe,  so  that  an  ordinary  sain  storm  would  wash  it  out:  that 
it  was  not  properly  inspected  on  the  night  in  question;  and  that 
the  injury  was  the  result  of  the  washout,  without  contributory 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  is  a  sufficient  finding  as  to 
proximate  causa 

8.  Upon  the  question,  submitted  for  special  verdict,  whether  the  cul- 
vert was  negligently  constructed  and  maintained  by  the  defend- 
ant 80  as  to  render  it  inadequate  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
constructed,  the  burden  of  proof  was  upon  the  plaintiff.  Sec.  1816, 
Stats.  1898  (providing  for  a  recovery  where  a  railroad  employee  is 
injured  by  a  defect  in  any  track,  when  such  defect  could  have 
been  discovered  by  reasonable  and  proper  care,  and  that  proof  of 
such  defect  shall  be  presumptive  evidence  of  knowledge  thereof 
on  the  part  of  the  company),  did  not  relieve  him  from  such  burden, 
since  the  question  related  to  original  defects  in  the  culvert  before 
the  washout,  and  until  such  defects  were  shown  to  exist  the  pre- 
sumption of  knowledge  thereof  did  not  arise. 

4  Upon  the  questions  whether  the  washout  could  have  been  discovered 
by  defendant's  employees  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  in  time 
to  prevent  the  accident,  and  whether  the  track  walker  was  negli- 
gent in  not  properly  inspecting  the  track,  the  burden  of  proof  was 
also  upon  the  plaintiff,  when  it  appeared  that  the  washout  had  oc- 
curred within  a  few  hours  of  the  accident  and  that  the  company  in 
fact  had  no  notice  of  it 

5,  A  refusal  to  submit  questions  for  a  special  verdict  as  requested  is 
not  error  where  those  submitted  cover  all  the  material  issues. 

6L  An  hypothetical  question  to  an  expert  witness,  which,  after  stating  in 
detail  the  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  injury,  his  symptoms,  treat- 
ment, and  subsequent  physical  condition,  asks  the  witness  what 
in  his  judgment  was  the  cause  of  the  plaintiff's  condition,  held 
proper. 

7.  In  an  action  by  a  married  man  for  personal  injuries,  he  is  entitled  to 
recover  the  value  of  his  wife's  services  in  nursing  him,  rendered 
necessary  by  the  injuries.    - 

&  In  an  action  for  personal  injuries  producing  permanent  disability, 

*  the  annuity  tables  found  in  the  Revised  Statutes  are  admissible 

upon  the  question  of  damages,  but  they  are  to  be  considered  in  con- 
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neotion  with  all  other  evidence  on  that  issue,  and  not  to  be  treated 
as  the  mathematical  basis  for  determining  such  damages. 
ft  The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  married  man  cannot  be  considered  in 
determining  the  damages  for  a  personal  injury. 

10.  A  railway  company  is  not  charged  with  an  absolute  duty  to  its  em- 
ployees to  make  its  culverts  safe,  but  only  with  reasonable  and  or- 
dinary care  and  prudence  to  make  them  safe,  considering  their 
uses  and  purposes. 

IL  The  printed  case  herein,  containing  the  bill  of  exceptions  in  full,  and 
the  appellant's  brief,  which  fails  to  make  the  proper  references  to 
the  record,  are  held  not  to  comply  with  Supreme  Court  Rules  VIII, 
IX;  and  an  allowance  for  the  printing  thereof  was  properly  refused 
in  the  taxation  of  costa 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Rock 
county:  John  R.  Bennett,  Circuit  Judge.    Jieveraed. 

This  is  an  action  for  personal  injuries.  On  and  prior  to 
July  26, 1896,  the  plaintiff  was  a  locomotive  engineer  in  the 
employ  of  the  defendant,  running  between  Oshkosh  and 
Janesville.  On  the  night  of  July  26th,  at  about  11:50 
o'clock,  the  plaintiff  was  running  the  engine  attached  to  a 
freight  train  southward  over  the  defendant's  railroad,  and 
ran  into  a  washout  about  a  mile  and  a  half  north  of  the 
city  of  Janesville,  and  was  seriously  injured.  The  washout 
had  occurred  during  a  heavy  rainstorm  on  the  evening  in 
question,  and  it  was  located  at  a  place  where  there  had  been 
for  many  years  a  small,  wooden  culvert.  The  complaint 
charges  the  defendant  with  negligence  in  originally  build- 
ing the  culvert  too  small,  and  by  allowing  it  to  become  out 
of  repair  and  unsafe,  and  by  digging  away  the  supporting 
earth  and  gravel  on  one  side  of  the  culvert,  thus  rendering 
the  roadbed  weak,  and  by  failure  to  patrol  the  track  and 
warn  the  plaintiff  of  the  washout.  The  evidence  showed 
that  the  plaintiff  left  Oshkosh,  with  his  freight  train,  at  a 
little  after  4  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  and  that  about  8  o'clock 
in  the  evening,  when  between  Juneau  and  Clyman,  it  rained; 
that  at  Koshkonong  he  was  flagged,  and  stopped  his  train, 
and  the  section  foreman  of  that  section  told  him  that  his 
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section  was  all  right,  and  to  go  ahead.  The  rain  continued, 
and  near  Milton  Junction  he  could  see  that  it  had  been  rain< 
ing  hard.  He  stopped  at  Milton  Junction  long  enough  to  get 
^  clearance  slip  for  Janesville,  which  is  eight  miles  distant, 
and  left  Milton  Junction  at  about  11:15  p.  m.  It  was  dark 
and  rainy,  with  occasional  flashes  of  lightning.  He  testifies 
that  his  train,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  was  going  ten  or 
twelve  miles  an  hour,  and  there  is  testimony  on  the  part  of 
some  of  the  other  train  employees  that  it  was  going  from 
fifteen  to  eighteen  miles  an  hour.  After  going  under  the 
bridge  called  Black  bridge,  by  a  flash  of  lightning  he  sud- 
<lenly  saw  in  the  track  a  black  place  fifty  or  sixty  feet  in 
front  of  him,  looking  like  a  bridge.  He  knew  there  was  no 
bridge  there,  and  that  it  must  be  a  washout.  He  had  twenty- 
six  cars  in  his  train,  and  testifies  that  it  was  impossible  to 
stop  before  reaching  the  washout,  so  he  opened  the  throttle 
and  made  a  run  for  it.  The  engine  went  over  the  washout, 
being  pressed  forward  by  the  weight  and  momentum  of  the 
train  behind,  and  stopped  suddenly  off  the  rails.  The  plaint- 
iflf  was  thrown  against  the  fire  box,  and  seriously  injured. 

A  special  verdict  was  demanded  and  rendered  as  follows, 
and,  in  connection  therewith,  a  general  verdict  was  ren- 
dered for  t^e  plaintiff :  "(1)  Was  the  culvert  in  question  so  con- 
structed and  maintained  as  to  conduct  through  it  the  water 
which  it  was  intended  to  conduct  through,  not  only  in  ordi- 
nary showers,  but  in  severe  showers  that  would  naturally 
occur  during  a  series  of  years,  and  which  could  reasonably  be 
anticipated  ?  A.  It  was  not.  (2)  Was  the  culvert  in  question 
negligently  and  carelessly  constructed  and  maintained  by  the 
defendant  company,  or  its  agents  or  employees,  so  as  to 
render  it  inadequate  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  con- 
structed ?  A.  It  was.  (3)  Was  the  said  culvert  carefully  and 
thoroughly  inspected  from  time  to  time  by  the  employees  of 
the  company  whose  duty  it  was  to  give  such  inspection  ?  A.  It 
was  not.    (4)  Did  the  nearness  of  the  gravel  pit  to  the  cul- 
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vert,  in  the  month  of  July,  1896,  render  said  culvert  unsafe, 
in  view  of  the  water  that  might  be  conducted  through  it  ? 
A.  Yes,  it  did.  (5)  Was  the  rainstorm  on  the  night  of  July 
26,  1896,  extraordinary,  unusual,  and  unexpected  in  its  char- 
acter, or  unprecedented,  and  one  which  had  only  occurred 
at  such  long  and  irregular  intervals  that  it  would  not  be  an- 
ticipated by  men  of  ordinary  prudence  in  their  business  cal- 
culations ?  A.  It  was  not.  (6)  Might  the  washout  in  the 
track  have  been  discovered  by  the  defendant  railway  com- 
pany by  reasonable  and  proper  inspection  and  in  time  to 
have  prevented  the  accident  ?  A.  Yes,  it  might.  (7)  Was 
the  storm  which  occurred  on  the  night  of  July  26, 1896,  one 
likely  to  cause  damage  to  the  defendant's  roadbed  and  track, 
where  the  culvert  in  question  was  situated?  A.  It  was. 
(8)  Was  the  defendant's  servant  Stageman  guilty  of  any 
negligence  in  not  properly  and  carefully  inspecting  the  road 
near  where  the  culvert  was,  on  the  night  in  question  ? 
A.  He  was.  (9)  Was  the  plaintiff  in  the  exercise  of  ordi- 
nary care  at  and  prior  to  the  time  of  his  injury?  A.  Ho 
was.  (10)  Was  the  plaintiff  injured,  on  the  night  in  ques- 
tion, in  consequence  of  the  washout  without  contributory 
negligence  on  his  part  ?  A.  He  was.  (11)  What  damages 
has  the  plaintiff  sustained  in  consequence  of  the  injury  re- 
ceived on  the  night  in  question  ?    A.  $20,000." 

Judgment  was  entered  on  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  defendant  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  i^isA,  Cary^  Upham 
<&  Black,  attorneys,  and  0.  H.  Vcm  Alstine,  of  counsel,  and 
oral  argument  by  Mr.  Van  Alstme  and  Mr.  John  T.  Fish. 
They  argued,  inter  alia,  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence,  as  matter  of  law,  by  his  failure  to  use 
the  highest  degree  of  care  called  for  by  the  rules  of  th© 
company,  in  view  of  the  severity  of  the  storm  which  caused 
the  washout.  Nolen  v.  N.  Y.  <6  JV.  R.  R.  Co.  25  Am.  & 
Eng.  E.  Cas.  342,  345 ;  Pennsylvam^ia  Co.  v.  Whitcomh^  111 
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Ind.  212,  219;  Elliott,  K.  E.  §§  1280-1283.  There  was  no 
sufficient  finding  of  proximate  cause  to  support  the  judg- 
ment. Andrews  v.  (7.,  M.  <&  Si.  P.  E,  Co,  96  "Wis.  348; 
Deisenrieter  v.  Kranis-Merkel  M,  Co,  97  Wis.  279;  McGowcm 
V,  C.  (&  JSr,  W,  R,  Co,  91  "Wis.  147, 154, 155;  MaiUand  v,  Gil- 
bert P.  Co.  97  Wis.  476;  Davis  v.  67.,  M.  <&  St.  P.  R.  Co,  9a 
Wis.  470, 482.  The  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the 
value  of  his  wife's  services  in  nursing  him,  it  being  a  duty 
she  owed  to  him.  Peterson  v,  Olesonj  i7  Wis.  131;  Good- 
hart  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  5  Am.  &  Eng.  E.  Cas.  IS".  S. 
364,  366;  DrinhwaUr  v.  Dinsmore^  80  K  Y.  390,  393;  Chi- 
cago^ B,  c&  Q,  R.  Co.  V.  Johnson'^  24  111.  App.  468,  470 ;  2 
Thompson,  Negligence,  1258,  §  44;  Reed  v.  01,  R.  I.  <&  P. 
R.  Co.  8  Am.  &  Eng.  E.  Cas.  180;-  Owen  v.  Peoples  P.  R. 
Co.  155  Pa.  St.  334;  WaUace  v.  W.  JST.  C.  R.  Co.  41  Am.  & 
Eng.  E.  Cas.  212,  215 ;  Chicago  <6  JS.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  HoTUmdy 
30  Am.  &  Eng.  E.  Cas.  590;  Colemam,  v.  Burr^  93  N.  Y. 
17,  25. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Fethers^  Jeffrie 
&  Mouat^  and  oral  argument  by  0,  H,  Fethers  and  M,  G. 
Jeffris.  They  argued,  among  other  things,  that  the  plaint- 
iff was  entitled  to  recover  for  the  services  of  his  wife  a& 
nurse.  The  D.  S.  Gregory^  2  Ben.  286 ;  Pennsylvam,ia  Co. 
V,  Marion,  104  Ind.  239;  Brosnan  v.  Sweetser,  127  Ind.  1; 
Indianapolis  v.  Gaston,  58  Ind.  227;  Denver  cfe  R.  G.  R.  Co. 
V.  Lorentzen,  49  TJ.  S.  App.  81;  Forbes  v.  Loftin,  50  Ala.  396;. 
Klein  v.  Thompson,  19  Ohio  St.  569;  Missouri,  K,  <Sb  T,  R, 
Co,  V.  Eotman,  39  S.  W.  Eep.  130 ;  Ohio  <&  M.  R,  Co.  v,  Dick- 
erson,  59  Ind.  317;  Cunningham  v.  E,  c&  T,  H,  R.  Co.  102 
Ind.  478,  484;  Murray  v,  M.  P.  R,  Co.  101  Mo.  236;  Yarn- 
'  ham  V.  Council  Bluffs,  52  Iowa,  698 ;  Fort  Worth  <J&  D,  C 
R.  Co.  V.  Fenn-edy,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  654;  Summers  v.  Tar- 
ney,  123  Ind.  560.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  railroad  company 
to  use  all  reasonable  and  proper  care  to  build  and  maintain 
a  culvert  large  enough  to  safely  carry  the  water  through  it. 
Jarnek  v.  Manitowoc  C.  <&  D.  Co,  97  Wis.  537. 
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WmrsLOW,  J.  1.  It  was  very  strenuously  insisted  by  the 
defendant's  counsel  on  the  argument  of  the  case  that  the 
evidence  showed  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  as  a  matter  of  law.  In  this  connection  the  fol- 
lowing rules  of  the  railroad  company,  with  which  the  plaint- 
iff was  familiar,  were  put  in  evidence:  "Rule  128.  Freight 
and  special  trains  must  not  pass  over  any  switch  at  a  speed 
exceeding  ten  miles  an  hour."  "  Rule  410.  The  protection 
of  the  trains  of  the.  company  from  accident  during  storms, 
and  from  danger  of  the  track  and  bridges  being  washed  out 
by  sudden  and  heavy  rains  and  rise  in  streams,  especially  if 
they  occv/r  in  the  nigkt^  is  of  the  greatest  importance,  and  all 
employees  in  the  operating  department  are  directed  to  fa- 
miliarize themselves  with  the  following  instructions,  and 
carry  them  out  strictly."  "  Rule  414.  Conductors  and  en- 
gineers on  the  road,  when  overtaken  between  stations  by 
such  storms  or  indications  of  high  water  which  will  cause 
damage,  will  proceed  with  great  caution,  keeping  their 
trains  under  complete  control,  and  at  such  speed  that  they 
can  be  stopped,  after  coming  in  sight  of  any  obstruction  or 
^  damage  to  track,  in  time  to  prevent  accident.  They  will 
stop  to  examine  bridges  and  culverts  or  other  places  liable 
to  be  damaged  by  high  water,  and,  if  they  find  any  indica- 
tion of  danger  from  proceeding  with  their  trains,  will,  on 
the  arrival  at  the  first  telegraph  station,  call  up  the  agent 
or  operator,  and  report  to  the  office  of  their  respective  divis- 
ion superintendents  for  instructions,  and  will  not  proceed 
until  such  instructions  are  received." 

The  evidence  showed  that  the  plaintiff  was  an  experienced 
engineer,  forty-two  years  of  age,  and  had  run  trains  over 
this  section  of  road  for  upwards  of  sixteen  years.  It  is 
claimed  that  the  plaintiff,  by  his  own  statement,  shows  that 
he  was  operating  his  train  at  a  negligently  high  rate  of  speed 
as  he  approached  this  culvert,  and  that  he  violated  rules  128 
and  414,  above  quoted,  and  that  by  reason  of  such  violation 
of  rules  the  accident  happened.    We  are  not  able  to  agree 
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with  the  contention  that  contributory  negligence  was  proven 
as  matter  of  law.  While  it  appears  that  there  were  very 
heavy  rainstorms  at  or  near  Janesville  during  the  afternoon 
and  evening  in  question,  it  does  not  appear  conclusively  that 
*  the  plaintiff  knew  that  these  storms  were  so  severe  or  un- 
usual in  their  nature  as  to  call  for  the  exercise  of  the  pre- 
cautions demanded  by  rule  414,  above  quoted.  The  plaintiff 
testified  that  an  ordinary  rain  commenced  to  fall  when  his 
train  was  two  miles  south  of  Juneau,  and  that  it  rained 
while  they  were  running  about  seven  miles,  and  then  stopped ; 
that  at  Milton  Junction  he  could  see  that  it  had  been  rain- 
ing a  little  harder,  and  there  was  water  standing  in  the 
fields;  that  it  was  then  raining,  but  not  heavily,  and  con- 
tinued to  rain  until  they  reached  the  washout.  There  is 
nothing  inherently  improbable  in  his  testimony,  nor  is  the 
testimony  of  opposing  witnesses  so  conclusive  on  the  subject 
as  to  render  the  plaintiff's  testimony  incredible.  It  does 
not  appear  by  undisputed  testimony  that  the  train  "  was 
overtaken  between  stations  by  such  storms  or  indications  of 
high  water "  as  would  require  him  to  proceed  with  great 
caution  under  rule  414.  There  was  testimony  from  which 
this  fact  might  be  well  found,  but  it  is  not  conclusively 
proven.  Nor  does  it  appear  that  there  was  any  switch  at, 
or  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of,  the  washout,  by  reason  of 
which  the  speed  should  have  been  reduced  to  ten  miles  an 
hour  under  rule  128. 

2.  It  is  argued  that  proximate  cause  is  not  found  by  the 
verdict,  and  hence  that  the  judgment  cannot  be  sustained. 
When  a  train  plunges  through  an  unsafe  bridge,  there  is  lit- 
tle room  to  speculate  on  proximate  cause.  If  the  bridge  was 
constructed  for  the  passage  of  heavy  trains  over  it,  and  was 
negligently  and  unsafely  constructed,  the  destruction  of  a 
train  and  the  loss  of  human  life  thereon  must  necessarily 
be  contemplated  by  any  reasonable  man  who  built  it.  He 
cannot  say  that  he  did  not  anticipate  an  accident.    Such  a 
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claim  would  be  puerile.  As  well  might  a  municipal  corpo- 
ration which  has  left  an  open  pit  in  a  st^reet  defend  on  the 
ground  that  it  could  not  anticipate  that  a  traveler  would  fall 
into  it.  The  question  as  to  proximate  cause  was  sufficiently 
answered  when  it  was  found  that  the  viaduct  was  negli- 
gently constructed  and  unsafe,  so  that  an  ordinary  rain- 
storm would  wash  it  out,  and  was  not  properly  injipected  on 
the  night  in  question,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  injured,  in 
consequence  of  the  washout,  without  contributory  negligence 
on  his  part. 

3.  In  this  connection  it  is  urged  that  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  to  the  effect  that  the  rainstorm  on  the  night  in  ques- 
tion was  not  an  extraordinary  and  unprecedented  storm  is 
contrary  to  the  evidence.  Examination  of  the  evidence,  how- 
ever, convinces  us  that  the  question  was  fairly  one  for  the 
jury. 

4.  It  is  also  urged  that  it  was  error  to  allow  certain  medi- 
cal experts  to  answer  a  long  hypothetical  question,  which, 
after  stating  in  detail  the  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  injury, 
related  at  length  the  plaintiff's  symptoms,  treatment,  and 
physical  condition  from  that  time  to  the  time  of  the  trial, 
and  upon  this  statement  asked  the  witness  what,  in  his  judg- 
ment, was  the  cause  of  the  plaintiff's  condition.  To  this 
question  the  witnesses  each  replied  that  the  plaintiff's  con- 
dition was  the  result  of  the  injuries  received  by  him  in  the 
accident.  There  was  no  error  in  the  admission  of  the  ques- 
tion. A  question  precisely  similar  in  form  was  approved  in 
Sdlech  V.  JanesviUe,  100  "Wis.  157. 

5.  The  defendant  proposed  twentj^-three  questions  for  the 
special  verdict,  and  the  court  refused  to  give  them,  and  sub- 
mitted instead  eleven  questions.  The  refusal  to  give  the 
questions  asked  is  now  assigned  as  error.  Many  of  the  qae&- 
tions  asked  by  the  defendant  are  lengthy  and  involved,  and 
careful  examination  of  the  issues  convinces  us  that  the  mate- 
rial issues  of  the  case  were  all  covered  by  the  special  verdict 
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as  submitted;  hence  it  was  not  error  to  refuse  the  defend- 
ant's request.  What  is  said  upon  this  general  subject  in  Ward 
V.  (7.,  Jf.  dfe  St.  P,  a.  Co,yj[>ostj  p.  215,  will  be  found  applicable 
here. 

6.  It  appeared  by  the  evidence  that  plaintiffs  wife  had 
nursed  the  plaintiff  for  a  year,  and  the  plaintiff's  counsel 
argued  to  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover 
the  value  of  his  wife's  services  in  so  nursing  him,  and  said, 
■^*  He  is  entitled  to  his  wife's  services,  and  no  one  can  take 
them  from  him."  To  this  remark  the  defendant  objected  on 
the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  for  his  wife's 
services,  because  it  was  her  duty  to  nurse  him.  In  ruling 
•on  the  question  the  court  said:  "  The  defendant  company  is 
not  entitled  to  the  services  of  a  man's  wife,  and  her  services, 
belong  to  her  husband,  as  disclosed  by  the  evidence  here. 
If  she  has  been  compelled  to  nurse  him  in  consequence  of 
the  injury,  I  see  no  reason  why  it  is  not  a  proper  charge." 
To  this  remark  exception  was  taken.  We  think  there  was 
no  error  in  this  ruling.  The  authorities  are  not  uniform  on 
the  subject,  but  we  think  the  court's  ruling  sustained  by  the 
better  reason.  The  defendant  should  not  be  allowed  to  profit 
by  reason  of  the  loving  care  of  the  wife.  Vamham  v.  Conn- 
'cU  Bluff %^  52  Iowa,  698 ;  Missouri^  K.  <&  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Holr 
mam,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  89  8.  W.  Eep.  180;  Brosnom  v.  Sweetser, 
127  Ind.  1. 

7.  The  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  the  annuity  tables 
found  in  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Wisconsin  (Stats.  1898, 
p.  2461),  and  the  same  were  received  in  evidence  under  ob- 
jection and  exception.  Mr.  Fethers,  in  his  argument  to  the 
jury,  after  computing  the  amount  Oroide  earned  in  a  year 
and  adding  to  it  the  annual  cost  of  nursing  and  physician's 
services,  making  the  whole  amount  $1,798,  spoke  as  follows: 
"  We  have,  then,  under  the  lowest  figure  given  by  the  testi- 
mony, a  money  loss  of  $1,798  a  year  to  George  Crouae^ — 
$1,798  a  year  cash.    Under  the  annuity  tables,  taking  the 
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lowest  figure, —  and  you  are  entitled,  under  the  testimony 
in  this  case,  to  consider  if  he  will  not  live  on  beyond  it,  but 
taking  that  low  figure  according  to  the  annuity  tables,  his 
money  loss  would  be  $19,247.59.  At  forty-one  —  say  you 
start  there  —  he  was  born  on  the  8th  of  January,  I  think, 
and  he  was  injured  on  the  26th  of  July,  so  his  nearest  birth- 
day would  be  nearer  forty-one  than  to  forty,  and  you  get 
about  forty  and  one-half  he  was  then;  but  say  that  his  near- 
est birthday  is  forty-one  —  his  actual  money  loss  would  be 
$19,039.12.  The  difference  between  the  two  years,  which- 
ever is  considered,  is  only  $200.  In  other  words,  more  than 
$19,000,  considered  from  the  standpoint  of  the  expectancy 
of  the  annuity  tables,  in  connection  with  the  other  testimony, 
would  be  his  actual  money  loss  should  he  live  to  that  time.'* 
Counsel  for  defendant  objected  to  the  argument,  and  asked 
the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  it  was  an  improper  argu- 
ment to  make  on  the  question  of  damages,  and  the  court  re- 
plied: "I  think  that  is  proper.  I  overrule  the  objection." 
To  the  ruling  of  the  court  the  defendant  excepted. 

Mr.  Jeflfris,  in  his  argument  to  the  jury,  said,  in  respect 
to  these  annuity  tables,  as  follows:  "After  this  accident, 
iJ/>.  Grouse  may  live  ten,  twenty,  thirty,  yes,  he  may  live 
forty  years,  but  we  are  not  entitled  to  forty  years'  pay  for 
his  service  and  forty  years'  time.  But  the  supreme  court 
has  laid  down  the  rule  upon  which  these  things  are  figured 
on  their  present  purchase  value.  If  a  man  is  paid  the  cash, 
it  is  limited  to  something  like  ten  years."  To  the  remark 
of  Mr.  Jeffris  counsel  for  defendant  objected  upon  the 
ground  that  it  was  an  improper  argument  to  make  to  the 
jury,  and  asked  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  they  were 
not  to  pay  any  attention  to  it.  Thereupon  the  court  ruled 
as  follows:  "  Court:  Well,  I  shall  not  instruct  the  jury  any 
such  thing."  The  defendant  thereupon  excepted  to  the 
ruling  of  the  court,  and  the  court  then  said  of  its  own  mo- 
tion :  "  Yes,  I  instruct  the  jury  that  his  remarks  in  regard 
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to  the  annuity  tables,  I  think,  are  proper."  To  such  remark 
and  ruling  of  the  court  the  defendant  excepted.  In  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  annuity  tables  were  admitted  in  evidence, 
counsel  for  defendant  requested  the  court  to  charge  the^ 
jury  as  follows:  "The  annuity  table  received  in  evidence 
was  received  upon  the  theory  that  it  would  afford  you  some 
aid  in  determining  the  amount  of  damages.  The  table  is 
not  a  rule  for  you  to  follow  in  assessing  the  damages.  The 
makers  of  the  annuity  table  did  not  take  into  account  sev- 
eral things  important  in  this  case,  namely,  that  the  man  in- 
jured might  die  before  the  end  of  his  expectancy  of  life  of 
some  disease  not  caused  by  the  injury ;  that  he  might  not 
be  willing  to  work  to  the  end  of  his  expectancy  of  life;  that 
he  might,  before  the  end  of  his  expectancy  of  life,  be  ren- 
dered incapable  of  work  by  disease  not  caused  by  the  injury, 
and  that  he  might  be  rendered  incapable  of  work  by  reason 
of  other  accidents  and  injuries."  This  instruction  was  re- 
fused, and  defendant  excepted. 

While  the  authorities  are  not  entirely  uniform  on  the  ques- 
tion of  the  admission  of  standard  tables  showing  the  ex- 
pectancy of  life  in  injury  cases  where  death  has  not  resulted, 
it  seems  that  the  weight  of  authority  is  in  favor  of  their  ad- 
missibilitv.  See  note  to  Union  P,  R,  Go,  v.  Yates,  40  L.  E. 
A.  553,  where  the  authorities  are  collated.  This  court  held 
the  annuity  tables  admissible  in  McKeig%ie  v.  Janesvill^,  68 
"Wis.  50  (which  was  a  death  case),  "  not  as  forming  a  legal 
basis  upon  which  the  jury  might  determine  the  probable 
length  of  the  life  of  the  deceased,  but  as  evidence  which 
the  jury  might  consider  with  all  the  other  evidence  in  the 
case  upon  that  point."  We  see  no  very  good  reason  why 
such  tables  should  be  admissible  in  a  death  case  upon  the 
question  of  probable  length  of  life,  and  not  in  a  case  of 
personal  injury,  where  damages  for  permanent  injuries  are 
sought.  In  both  cases  the  question  of  probable  length  of 
life  is  an  important  one,  which  the  jury  must  consider  if 
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they  find  for  tlxe  plaintiff.  It  is  true,  the  annuity  tables  are 
more  favorable  to  the  defendant  than  the  tables  of  expect- 
ancy of  life,  but  of  this  the  defendant  cannot  complain.  But 
it  must  be  very  certain  that  such  tables  do  not  form  a  math- 
ematical basis  for  the  estimation  of  damages  as  they  were 
used  with  the  direct  sanction  of  the  court  in  this  case.  You 
€annot  take  the  amount  a  man  was  earning  when  injured, 
and  multiply  it  by  the  figures  in  an  annuity  table,  and  thus 
reduce  his  damages  to  exact  figures  by  the  rules  of  arith- 
metic. This  was  done  in  this  case,  and  the  court  said  it  was 
proper,  and  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is  so  near  the  amount  so 
figured  out  as  to  give  ground  for  believing  that  the  jurv^ 
considered  it  as  a  rule  to  follow.  Of  course,  there  is  no  such 
rule.  There  are  many  other  elements  in  the  problem  which 
must  be  considered.  The  plaintiff's  ability  to  labor  would 
almost  certainly  decrease  with  years,  or  by  natural  disease, 
or  he  might  not  desire  to  continue  in  his  arduous  employ- 
ment. So  we  think  the  court  erred  in  approving  the  mathe- 
matical rule  laid  down  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  as  well  as 
in  refusing  the  instruction  offered  by  the  defendant  upon 
the  subject.  Hvmm,  v.  M.  C.  R.  Co.  78  Mich.  513;  Harrison 
V.  SuUer  Si.  R.  Co.  116  Cal.  156 ;  Goodhart  v.  Pa.  R.  Co.  177 
Pa.  St.  1,  5  Am.  ife  Eng.  R.  Gas.  N.  S.  364. 

8.  In  connection  with  each  of  the  second,  third,  sixth,  and 
eighth  questions  of  the  special  verdict  the  defendant  re- 
quested an  instruction,  in  substance,  that  the  burden  of  proof 
in  each  case  rested  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  that  they  must 
be  satisfied  to  a  reasonable  certainty  by  the  preponderance 
of  the  evidence,  in  order  to  answer  the  question  in  the  af- 
firmative. These  instructions  were  all  refused,  nor  was  the 
substance  of  them  given.  Certainly  it  was  applicable  to  the 
second  question, —  as  to  whether  the  culvert  was  negligently 
constructed  and  maintained, —  and  should  have  been  given. 
But  it  is  claimed  that  the  rule  as  to  burden  of  proof  as  to 
all  these  questions  has  been  changed  by  the  terms  of  sec.  1, 
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ch.  220,  Laws  of  1893  (now  subd.  1,  sec.  1816,  Stats.  1898). 
This  statute  provides  for  a  recovery  where  a  railroad  em- 
ployee, without  contributory  negligence,  is  injured  by  a  de- 
fect in  any  locomotive  engine,  car,  rail,  tracJcj  machinery,  or 
appliance  required  by  said  company  to  be  used  in  and  about 
the  business  of  such  employment,  when  such  defect  could 
have  been  discovered  by  reasonable  and  proper  care,  tests, 
and  inspection ;  and  proof  of  such  defect  shall  be  presumptive 
evidence  of  knowledge  thereof  on  the  part  of  the  company. 
"While  we  think  the  word  traoh^  in  this  law,  clearly  in- 
cludes the  roadbed  upon  which  the  track  rests,  we  do  not 
see  how  the  law  affects  the  question  of  burden  of  proof  as 
to  the  second  question.  That  question  inquires  whether 
there  were  original  defects  in  the  culvert  before  the  wash- 
out. Until  the  plaintiff  has  shown  that  there  were  such 
defects,  the  law  does  not  begin  to  apply.  He  must  first 
show  the  defects,  and  must  necessarily  show  them  by  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence,  and  then  the  presumption  of 
knowledge  of  the  defect  steps  in.  As  to  questions  6  and  8, 
the  argument  is  somewhat  different,  but  still  we  think  the 
instruction  should  have  been  given.  By  answers  to  these 
questions  the  jury  were  to  say  whether  the  washout  could 
have  been  discovered  by  defendant's  employees  by  the  exer- 
cise of  reasonable  care  in  time  to  prevent  the  accident,  and 
whether  the  track  walker  was  negligent  in  not  properly 
inspecting  the  track.  As  to  the  sixth  question,  doubtless 
the  law  raised  a  presumption,  on  a  showing  that  the  wash- 
out existed,  that  the  company  had  knowledge  of  it;  but 
this  was  a  mere  disputable  presumption  of  fact,  and  when  it 
appeared  that  the  washout  had  occurred  within  a  few  hours, 
and  that  the  company  in  fact  had  no  notice,  the  question 
whether  the  washout  had  existed  so  long  under  the  circum- 
stances that  the  company,  by  proper  inspection,  should  have 
learned  the  fact,  or  was  negligent  in  not  knowing  it,  was 
still  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  one  upon  which  the  burden 
Vol.103— 14 
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of  proof  was  still  upon  the  plaintiflp.  The  law  raised  a  pre- 
sumption of  knowledge  of  the  washout,  but  not  a  presump- 
tion of  negligence  from  want  of  knowledge.  These  remarks 
apply  to  the  eighth  question  with  equal  force. 

9.  Upon  the  question  of  damages  the  court  was  requested 
to  charge  that  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  was  married  was 
not  to  be  considered  in  arriving  at  the  amount  of  the  dam- 
ages, but  refused.    This  charge  should  have  been  given. 

10.  One  sentence  of  the  charge  seems  to  convey  the  idea 
that  it  was  an  absolute  duty  resting  on  the  railway  company 
to  make  the  culvert  safe,  thus  making  the  company  an  in- 
surer. It  seems  probable  from  the  context  that  this  was  not 
the  intentional,  but  simply  an  inadvertent,  use  of  language, 
but  we  call  attention  to  it  because  there  must  be  a  new  trial. 
Reasonable  and  ordinary  care  and  prudence  to  make  it  safe, 
considering  its  uses  and  purposes,  is  the  duty  imposed  on  the 
company,  and  which  it  cannot  delegate.  It  does  not  insure 
safety. 

A  general  verdict  was  rendered  under  a  long  general 
charge  in  connection  with  the  special  verdict.  While  no 
specific  objection  appears  in  this  case  to  the  submission  of 
such  general  verdict,  attention  is  called  to  the  discussion  of 
the  propriety  of  this  course  in  the  case  of  Wa/rd  v.  CI,  M.  & 
St,  P.  R,  Co.^  po8t^  p.  215.  What  is  there  said  is  precisely 
applicable  to  the  present  case. 

We  have  found  no  other  questions  which  seem  necessary 
to  be  discussed. 

By  the  Court. —  Judgment  reversed,  and  action  remanded 
for  a  new  triaL 

Bakdeen,  jr.,  took  no  part. 

The  appellant  moved  to  set  aside  the  clerk's  taxation  of 
costs. 
John  T,  Fishj  for  the  motion. 
O,  H.  FetJierSj  contra. 
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The  following  opinion  was  filed  April  4, 1899 : 

Baedbbn,  J".  This  is  a  motion  to  review  the  clerk's  taxa- 
tion of  costs.  The  appellant  prevailed  on  the  appeal.  The 
respondent  objected  to  two  items  in  appellant's  cost  bill,  as 
follows: 

Pftid  for  printing  case     $282  00 

Paid  for  printing  brief 72  00 

The  clerk  disallowed  both  items,  on  the  ground  that  ap- 
pellant had  not  complied  with  Eules  VIII  and  IX  of  this 
court.  The  objection  to  the  first  item  was  that  the  printed 
case  violated  Rule  VHI,  in  that  it  contained  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions in  full,  and  not  "  so  much  of  the  record  .  .  . 
as  may  be  necessary  to  a  full  understanding  of  the  questions 
presented  for  decision,"  and  for  the  further  reason  that  the 
pages  of  the  record  were  not  referred  to  by  numerals  on  the 
left-hand  margin  of  the  page,  under  the  words  "  Page  of 
Eecord."  The  second  item  was  objected  to  on  the  ground 
that  the  appellant's  brief  did  not  comply  with  that  part  of 
Eule  IX  which  says,  "Each  statement  and  proposition  therein 
which  is  based  upon  the  record  must  refer  to  the  page  of 
the  record  as  contained  in  the  printed  case  upon  which  the 
same  is  based."  Appellant  admits  that  both  case  and  brief 
are  susceptible  to  these  objections,  but  it  is  said  that,  inas- 
much as  the  entire  bill  of  exceptions  has  been  printed,  the 
penalty  of  disallowing  costs  upon  failure  to  comply  with 
these  provisions  ought  not  to  be  inflicted.  The  fact  that  it 
is  noted  in  the  case,  at  the  beginning  of  the  alleged  "Ab-  • 
stract  of  the  Bill  of  Exceptions,"  under  the  words  "  Page  of 
Record,"  that  what  follows  may  be  found  on  pages  41  to 
365  of  the  record,  does  not  relieve  from  this  infirmity.  The 
purpose  of  the  rule  is  to  enable  the  court  to  refer  to  the 
record  with  certainty  and  dispatch.  "With  the  case  as  printed, 
it  is  impossible  to  do  so.  We  have  tested  it  in  that  regard, 
and  the  result  is  vexatious.    Testimony  in  the  printed  case 
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cannot  be  found  in  the  record,  except  after  considerable 
search  and  delay.  The  business  of  the  court  is  so  urgent 
and  pressing  as  to  require  all  possible  aids  in  the  considera- 
tion of  cases.  So  imperative  are  such  demands,  that  a  strict 
adherence  to  the  rules  is  of  the  utmost  importance.  "We 
cannot  relax  from  their  rigor  without  destroying  their  pur- 
pose. It  is  the  certainty  of  their  enforcement  that  makes 
attorneys  careful.  In  this  case  counsel  made  very  little  ef- 
fort to  abstract  the  record.  Page  after  page  is  taken  up  with 
figures  as  to  the  height  of  water  above  the  dam  at  Janes- 
ville.  Several  exhibits  are  printed  at  length  that  could  have 
been  abstracted  or  condensed  into  one  twentieth  of  the  space 
actually  covered.  Testimony  of  several  witnesses  is  printed 
in  full,  the  greater  part  of  whiph  could  have  been  omitted 
as  having  no  bearing  on  the  real  points  involved.  It  fre- 
quently happens  in  the  trial  of  cases  at  the  circuit  that  a 
vast  amount  of  rubbish  and  immaterial  matter  gets  in,  that 
has  no  bearing  upon  the  questions  involved  on  an  appeal. 
Hence,  as  the  rule  says,  the  printed  case  should  contain  an 
abstract  or  abridgment  of  so  much  of  the  record  as  may  be 
necessary  to  a  full  understanding  of  the  questions  presented 
for  decision,  and  no  more.  A  more  lively  appreciation  of 
this  rule  would  reduce  the  volume  of  printed  matter  submit- 
ted for  our  consideration,  and  somewhat  lighten  our  labors. 

The  objections  to  the  brief  really  rest  upon  the  infirmities 
in  the  printed  case.  Neither  case  nor  brief  having  been 
prepared  in  conformity  to  the  rules  named,  the  clerk  very 
properly  disallowed  the  items  sought  to  be  taxed  therefor. 

By  the  Court — The  motion  to  retax  the  costs  is  denied, 
with  $10  costs,  and  the  taxation  by  the  clerk  is  affirmed. 
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Hakden,  Appellant,  vs.  Chioaqo,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul 
.     Railway  Company,  Respondent. 

Jamuiry  10 -^February  £1, 1899, 

BaUroads:  Injury  to  passenger  on  freight  train:  Negligence:  Contrxbur 

tory  negligence:  Court  and  jury. 

1.  The  plaintiff,  a  passenger  on  a  freight  train,  while  standing  in  the 
caboose,  was  thrown  against  the  door  by  a  sudden  shock  of  the  c-ars 
coming  together  in  making  a  coupling,  and  was  injured.  There 
was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  parts  of  the  train  were 
brought  together  with  unusual  violence,  such  as  could  be  accounted 
for  only  by  negligence  in  the  train  hands  or  defective  apparatus. 
Held  that,  although  defendant's  witnesses  fully  contradicted  any 
unusual  violence,  the  question  of  defendant's  negligence  was  one 
for  the  jury. 

2l  The  question  of  plaintiff's  contributory  negligence  should  also  have 
been  submitted  to  the  jury,  in  view  of  the  evidence  in  respect  to 
his  position  and  his  knowledge  that  a  coupling  was  soon  to  be 
madeb 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Rock 
county:  John  R.  Bennett,  Circuit  Judge.    Beversed. 

Plaintiff  lawfully  took  passage  on  a  freight  train  accus- 
tomed to  carry  passengers,  which,  stopping  at  Elkhorn  to 
do  switching,  left  the  caboose,  with  three  or  four  cars  at- 
tached, standing  on  the  track.  Plaintiff,  after  half  an  hour's 
wait,  left  his  seat  in  the  caboose,  and  went  out  on  the  front 
platform,  looked  at  the  other  part  of  the  train,  consisting 
of  the  engine  and  seven  or  eight  cars,  moving  about,  real- 
ized  that  they  were  likely  before  long  to  back  down  and 
couple  onto  the  rear  portion  of  the  train,  but  saw  nothing 
indicating  how  soon.  He  returned  into  the  car,  stepped 
into  the  closet,  and  on  coming  out  stopped  in  the  aisle, 
with  his  back  toward  the  front  door,  hands  in  pockets, 
and  spoke  with  another  passenger  for  a  moment.  While  so 
standing,  the  engine  and  front  part  of  the  train  backed 
down  to  make  coupling,  and  struck  the  rear  part  of  the 
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train  with  unnsual  severity,  according  to  the  testimony  of 
plaintiff  and  one  other  witness,  but,  according  to  the  testi- 
mony of  others,  with  no  more  than  usual.  Plaiiitiff  was  ac- 
customed to  ride  on  freight  trains,  and  had  the  knowledge 
common  to  that  experience  of  the  probability  of  a  jar  or 
shock  in  making  couplings.  The  shock  threw  him  over 
backward  so  that  he  struck  the  front  door  and  received  in- 
juries to  his  back.  At  the  close  of  the  testimony  on  both 
sides  the  circuit  court  granted  a  nonsuit  for  want  of  evi- 
dence of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  also  in- 
timating that  the  plaintiff  was  shown  by  uncontradicted 
evidence  to  be  guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  From  judg- 
ment thereon  this  appeal  is  taken. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  J.  J.  Owrmmgham^ 
attorney,  and  Jf.  G.  JeffHsy  of  counsel,  and  oral  argument 
by  Mr,  Jeffrie, 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Jctckson  <&  Jack- 
souj  attorneys,  and  J?",  ff.  Fidd^  of  counsel,  and  oral  argu- 
ment by  Mr,  Fidd. 

DoDOE,  J.  1.  "We  find  it  impossible  to  agree  with  the  court 
below  in  the  conclusion  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  on  the  question  of  defendant's  negligence.  The 
testimony  both  of  the  plaintiff  and  of  the  witness  Slocum 
tended  to  show  that  the  forward  portion  of  the  train  was 
driven  against  the  rear  part  with  such  violence  as  could  be 
accounted  for  only  by  negligence  in  the  train  hands,  or  de- 
fective apparatus.  The  testimony  of  both  witnesses  is  that 
the  shock  of  the  collision  was  more  violent  than  any  either 
had  known  in  the  coupling  of  freight  trains,  of  which  both  had 
had  much  prior  experience.  Slocum  placed  the  rate  of  speed 
of  the  backing  train  at  four  or  five  miles  per  hour,  of  which, 
however,  he  obviously  could  judge  only  by  the  violence  of 
the  collision.  Plaintiff  testified  that  the  caboose  was  driven 
backward  some  thirty  feet.  True,  defendant's  witnesses  very 
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folly  contradict  any  nnnsnal  violence;  but  for  the  purpose  of 
nonsuit  the  evidence  for  defendant,  at  least  such  as  merelv 
raises  a  conflict  with  that  for  the  plaintiff,  is  not  to  be  con- 
sidered. Lewis  V.  Prien^  98  Wis.  87;  O^Brien  v.  C,  cfe  N.  W. 
jR.  Co.  92  Wis.  340;  Kruse  v.  (7.,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  82  Wis. 
568. 

2.  The  question  of  plaintiff's  contributory  negligence  also, 
we  think,  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury.  His  knowledge, 
actual  or  imputed,  of  the  likelihood  of  an  immediate  coup- 
ling, is  by  no  means  clear,  though,  of  course,  he  must  have 
known  that  such  event  would  occur  before  very  long.  There 
is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  his  stoppage  in  the  aisle  for 
•conversation  was  but  momentary.  Again,  the  question  is 
present  whether  his  position  was  such  as  to  render  likely  an 
injury  if  the  coupling  were  made  with  ordinary  care,  or  was 
perilous  only  in  the  event,  not  to  be  anticipated,  of  a  negli- 
gently violent  one. 

The  nonsuit  was  improper. 

By  the  Court. —  Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 


Wakd,  Respondent,  vs.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul 

Railway  Company,  Appellant. 

January  11  —  February  ISl,  1899, 

Railroads:  Injury  to  passenger  standing  on  platform:  Contributory  neg- 
ligence:  Assumption  of  risk:  Instructions  to  Jury:  Proximate  cause: 
General  and  special  verdict. 

1.  A  railway  passenger  is  not,  as  matter  of  law,  guilty  of  negligence  in 
standing  on  the  platform  of  a  car,  even  while  it  is  in  motion,  if 
there  is  no  room  inside.  If  on  boarding  a  car  he  finds  it  so  crowded 
that  he  cai^not  get  inside  without  the  use  of  main  force,  and  con- 
cludes to  ride  upon  the  platform,  the  question  whether  he  is  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence,  or  has  assumed  the  extraordinary  risks 
of  that  position,  is  one  for  the  jury  under  proper  instructions. 


102  215 
f 102  205 
102  210 
f  102  571 
104  126 
104  813 
dl04  815 
dl04  316 
104  818 


102  216 
108  17 
dlOe  It21| 


1U2 

215 

107 

206 

107 

259 

106 

70 

106 

90 

108 

91 

106 

282 

102 

|109 

215 
464 

102 
112 
112 
112 

215 
*  59 
«  65 
*228 

102 

2151 

ell4 
fl: 


216  STJPEEME  COTJET  OF  WISCONSIN.         [10^ 

Ward  v&  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St  Paul  R.  Ca 

2,  A  paRsenger  on  an  excursion  train  is  entitled  to  just  as  much  care 
for  his  safety  as  one  upon  a  regular  train.  In  riding  upon  a  crowded 
train  he  assumes  the  inconveniences  resulting  from  its  crowded 
condition,  but  not  any  increased  risk. 

8.  In  an  action  for  injuries  received  by  a  passenger  while  standing  on 
the  platform  of  a  railway  car,  a  question  in  the  special  verdict  being 
as  to  whether  the  negligence  of  defendant's  employees  in  coupling 
the  car  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injuries,  it  was  error  to  re- 
fuse an  instruction,  asked  by  defendant,  that  the  jury  must  answer 
suoh  question  "  No  "  unless  they  were  satisfied  to  a  reasonable  cer- 
tainty, from  the  greater  weight  of  evidence,  that  it  should  be  an- 
swered "Yes," — the  substance  of  such  instruction  not  being  given 
in  the  general  charge. 

4  An  instruction  to  the  effect  that  the  expressions  "  proximate  cause  ** 
and  **  direct  cause  "  are  equivalent  and  mean  the  immediate  or  in- 
ducing cause,  was  erroneous. 

6.  Where  the  questions  submitted  to  the  jury  for  a  special  verdict  cover 
all  the  material,  controverted  issues  of  fact,  the  ruling  of  the  court 
in  refusing  to  submit  more  specific  questions  will  not  be  reversed 
save  for  an  abuse  of  discretion. 

8.  The  object  of  a  special  verdict  is  to  obtain  from  the  jury  answers  to 
certain  questions  of  fact,  without  regard  to  their  legal  effect  upon 
the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  thus  to  obtain  a  result  as  far  as  pos- 
sible free  from  sympathy  and  prejudice.  The  requiring  of  a  general 
verdict  also,  and  giving  full  instructions  applicable  to  a  general 
verdict,  tends  to  defeat  suoh  object,  and,  if  objections  are  duly 
made,  is  a  material  error. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  fiote  circuit  court  for  Rock 
county:  John  R.  Bennktt,  Circuit  Judge.    Beveraed. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  for  personal  injuries  suf- 
fered by  the  plaintiff  while  riding  upon  a  passenger  train  of 
the  defendant.  The  evidence  showed  that  on  the  10th  day 
of  June,  1896,  the  plaintiff,  who  lived  at  Orfordville,  Bock 
county,  in  this  state,  bought  a  ticket  entitling  him  to  pas- 
sage over  the  defendant's  railway  to  Janes ville,  and  return. 
The  ticket  was  sold  at  excursion  rates  because  upon  that 
day  there  was  a  picnic  of  the  association  known  as  the 
Modern  Woodmen  at  Janes  ville,  and  the  defendant  com- 
pany advertised  excursion  rates  therefor.    Upon  the  day  in 
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question  one  train,  comprising  several  cars,  passed  through 
Orfordville  without  stopping;  but  it  was  followed  by  an- 
other train  of  four  or  five  cars,  which  stopped,  and  the 
plaintiff  got  upon  that  train.  The  evidence  shows  that  he 
got  upon  the  last  car  of  the  train,  and  that  it  was  somewhat 
crowded,  both  in  the  seats  and  in  the  aisle,  but  that  he  suc- 
ceeded in  getting  in  the  inside  of  the  car  at  first.  After  he 
got  in,  he  claims  that  others  came  in,  and  that  he  gave  up 
his  place  to  ladies,  and  was  forced  to  stand  in  the  front  door- 
way of  the  car.  He  further  claims  in  his  testimony  that, 
when  the  train  arrived  at  Hanover  and  stopped,  some  peo- 
ple came  out  of  the  car  and  forced  him  onto  the  platform, 
and  that  he  could  not  return  into  the  car;  that  while  he 
was  so  standing  upon  the  platform  the  conductor  came  along 
and  took  his  ticket,  and  just  after  he  had  taken  his  ticket 
another  passenger  car  was  attached  to  the  end  of  the  train 
with  such  great  force  that  it  threw  him  from  his  feet,  and 
a  part  of  his  foot  was  caught  between  the  bumpers  of  the 
car  on  which  he  was  standing  and  the  oar  immediately 
ahead  of  it,  whereby  he  lost  several  toes. 

The  grounds  of  negligence  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  were 
that  the  railroad  furnished  an  insufficient  number  of  cars, 
and  also  that  the  coupling  was  negligently  and  carelessly 
made.  On  the  other  hand,  the  defendant  claimed  contrib- 
utory negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  standing  on 
the  platform  of  the  car,  and  denied  any  negligence  on  its 
part. 

At  the  close  of  the  evidence  the  defendant  demanded  a 
special  verdict,  and  submitted  questions  therefor;  and  the 
court,  while  granting  the  request,  decided  that  a  general 
verdict  should  be  found  also,  ta  which  decision  the  defend- 
ant excepted.  Thereupon  the  court  submitted  five  questions 
to  the  jury  as  and  for  a  special  verdict,  with  some  instruc- 
tions adapted  to  each  question,  and  then  proceeded  to  give 
the  jury  a  separate  and  independent  charge,  comprising 
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more  than  eight  printed  pages  of  the  record,  and  applicable 
only  to  a  general  verdict. 

The  verdict  rendered  by  the  jury  was  as  follows :  "(1)  Were 
the  employees  of  the  defendant  company  guilty  of  any  neg- 
ligence in  coupling  on  the  car  at  Hanover?    A,  They  were. 

(2)  If  you  answer  the  first  question  in  the  affirmative,  then 
was  such  negligence  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  which 
the  plaintiff  received  on  the  occasion  in  question  ?  -4.  It  was. 

(3)  Was  the  plaintiflp  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  at  the 
time  he  received  the  injuries  complained  of  ?     A,  He  was. 

(4)  Was  the  plaintiff  guilty  of  any  negligence  directly  con- 
tributing to  the  injuries  which  he  received  ?    A.  He  was  not. 

(5)  What  damages  did  the  plaintiff  sustain  in  consequence 
of  the  injuries  which  he  received  ?  A.  Five  hundred  dollars 
($500).  (6)  We,  the  jury  duly  impaneled  to  try  the  issue  in 
the  above-entitled  action,  find  for  the  plaintiff,  and  assess  his 
damages  at  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars  ($500).'* 

Upon  this  verdict  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  defendant  appeals. 

0.  H,  V<m  AUtvnSy  counsel  for  the  appellant. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  E.  D.  McGowcm 
and  M,  O.  Jeffrie^  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Jeffris, 

WiNSLow,  J.  1.  It  was  argued  in  the  present  case  that  the 
evidence  conclusively  showed  the  plaintiff  guilty  of  contrib- 
utory negligence,  because  he  was  on  the  platform  of  the  car 
when  the  accident  occurred.  It  has  been  frequently  held 
that  a  passenger  who  voluntarily  and  unnecessarily  rides 
upon  the  platform  of  a  railway  car  assumes  the  risks  which 
necessarily  attend  that  exposed  position;  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  has  also  been  held  that  a  passenger  is  not,  as  matter 
of  law,  guilty  of  negligence  in  standing  on  the  platform  of 
cars,  even  while  in  motion,  if  there  is  no  room  inside;  nor 
is  such  passenger  required  to  totally  disregard  the  courtesies 
of  life,  by  violently  pushing  and  crowding  his  way  by  main 
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force  through  a  crowd  of  people  in  order  to  reach  the  inside 
of  the  car.  Fetter,  Carr.  Pass.  §  167.  Such  a  rule  would 
make  the  question  of  negligence  depend  upon  the  brute 
strength  of  the  passenger.  If  the  car  be  so  crowded  that  a 
reasonably  prudent  man  would  conclude  that  he  could  not 
get  inside  without  unreasonably  pushing  and  crowding  his 
way  by  main  force,  and  so  would  conclude  to  ride  upon 
the  platform,  the  question  as  to  whether  he  is  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence,  or  has  assumed  the  extraordinary  risks 
of  that  position,  is  one  for  the  jury,  under  proper  instruc- 
tions. The  evidence  was  sufficient  in  the  present  case  to 
carry  the  question  to  the  jury,  under  the  above  rule. 

2.  The  second  question  of  the  special  verdict  was  whether 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant's  servants  in  coupling  the 
car  (if  any  such  negligence  had  been  proven)  was  the  prox- 
imate cause  of  the  plaintiflTs  injuries.  In  connection  with 
this  question  the  defendant  asked  an  instruction  to  the  effect 
that  the  jury  must  answer  it  "  No,"  unless  they  were  satis- 
fied to  a  reasonable  certainty,  from  the  greater  weight  of 
evidence,  that  it  should  be  answered  "  Yes."  This  instruc- 
tion was  refused;  nor  was  its  substance  given  in  the  general 
charge.  The  instruction  was  correct  and  its  refusal  was 
error.    FeUtier  v.  (7.,  St.  P.,  M.  &  0.  B.  Co,  88  Wis.  521. 

3.  In  connection  with  the  same  question  the  court  charged 
the  jury  as  follows:  "The  second  question  is:  If  you  an-^ 
swer  the  first  question  in  the  affirmative,  then  was  such 
negligence  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  which  the 
plaintiff  received  on  the  occasion  in  question?  The  word 
*•  proximate^  mecms  the  direct  Gause^  and  the  words  ^direct 
cavse '  are  equivalent  to  the  words  ^proximate  caused  And, 
if  you  answer  the  first  question  in  the  affirmative,  then  you 
are  to  say  whether  that  negligence  was  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  injury  which  the  plaintiff  received  on  the  occasion  in 
question.    If  you  find  that  was  the  proximate  cause,  you 
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will  say  it  was.  If  you  find  it  was  not  the  proximate  cause, 
you  will  say  it  was  not."  Plaintiff's  counsel  thereupon  ad- 
dressed the  court  as  follows:  "I  ask  the  court  to  charge  the 
jury  that  the  words  proximate  cause  have  a  settled  legal 
definition,  in  connection  with  actions  for  negligence,  and 
mean  the  immediate  and  inducing  cause  of  the  injury. 
Court:  That  is  correct.  Proximate  cav^e  means  the  imme- 
diate or  inducing  cause  of  the  injwry,  I  used  the  word  ^di- 
rect^  hut  that  means  the  immediate  a/nd  indtcoing  caused'* 

The  defendant  duly  excepted  to  the  definitions  of  prox- 
imate cause  so  given,  and  it  is  clear  that,  under  the  long 
line  of  decisions  in  this  court  on  that  subject,  such  defini- 
tions were  erroneous.  The  subject  has  been  so  recently  and 
fully  discussed  by  Mr.  Justice  Mabshall  in  Deisenrieter  v, 
Kraus-Merkd  M,  Co.  97  Wis.  279,  that  further  discussion 
here  is  unnecessary. 

4.  The  third  and  fourth  questions  ask^d  the  jury  whether 
the  plaintiff  exercised  ordinary  care  or  was  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence.  In  connection  with  these  questions 
the  defendant  asked  the  following  instruction,  which  was 
refused:  "A  passenger  taking  a  crowded  excursion  train 
takes  it  with  the  increased  risk  and  diminution  of  comfort 
incident  thereto,  and  you  are  to  consider  this  proposition  of 
law  in  determining  your  answers  to  the  third  and  fourth 
questions." 

"We  have  been  referred  to  no  case  which  holds  that  a  pas- 
senger on  an  excursion  train  is  not  entitled,  as  matter  of  law, 
to  expect  just  as  much  care  to  be  exercised  for  his  safety  as 
a  passenger  upon  a  regular  train,  and  we  do  not  think  such 
is  the  law.  This  instruction  is  capable  of  being  so  construed, 
and  hence  we  think  it  was  properly  refused.  Doubtless  a 
passenger,  when  he  rides  upon  a  crowded  train,  assumes  the 
inconveniences  resulting  from  its  crowded  condition,  but  he 
cannot  properly  be  said  to  assume  any  increased  risk;  nor 
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can  the  company  be  held  to  any  less  degree  of  care  from  the 
mere  fact  that  the  train  is  crowded,  or  the  fact  that  it  is  an 
excursion  train  and  not  a  regular  train. 

5.  Error  is  assigned  because  the  court  did  not  submit  to 
the  jury  a  large  number  of  questions  presented  by  the  de- 
fendant as  a  part  of  the  special  verdict.  As  will  be  seen  by 
reference  to  the  special  verdict,  the  questions  submitted  by 
the  court  were  five  in  number,  and  covered  the  following 
points :  (1)  Was  the  coupling  negligently  made  ?  (2)  "Was 
it  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury?  (3)  Was  the  plaintiff 
exercising  ordinary  care  ?  (4)  Was  he  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  ?  and  (5)  What  damages  did  he  suffer  ?  The  court 
told  the  jury  in  his  general  charge  that  the  only  ground  of 
negligence  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  was  negligence  in  the 
coupling  of  the  cars,  thus  eliminating  the  question  of  the 
negligent  furnishing  of  an  insuflacient  number  of  cars  from 
the  case.  Eeference  to  the  pleadings  and  evidence  shows 
that  the  five  questions  above  set  forth  fully  cover  the  mate- 
rial issues  of  fact  in  the  case.  The  plaintiff's  claim  was  neg- 
ligence in  the  coupling  of  the  cars,  proximately  causing  his 
injury.  The  defendant's  claim  was  that  there  was  no  neg- 
ligence in  the  coupling,  but  that  the  plaintiff  was  negligent 
in  standing  on  the  platform,  and  thereby  contributed  to  his 
own  injury.  All  these  questions  are  covered  by  the  verdict, 
beyond  doubt.  It  is  true  that  the  questions  are  quite  general 
in  their  nature,  and  require  careful  instructions  to  be  given 
in  connection  with  them,  in  order  to  insure  intelligent  an- 
swers; but,  as  said  in  Lee  v.  O.y  St.  P.,  JU.  <&  0.  JS.  Co.  101 
Wis.  352,  the  form  of  the  questions  must  rest  largely  in  the 
discretion  of  the  trial  court,  and,  as  in  other  cases  of  discre- 
tionary action,  the  ruling  of  the  court  below  will  not  be  re- 
versed, save  for  abuse  of  such  discretion.  Now,  while  the 
trial  court  in  the  present  case  might  with  propriety  have  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  the  question  whether  the  plaintiff  volun- 
tarily stood  upon  the  platform,  or  whether  by  ordinary  effort 
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and  diligence  he  could  have  found  room  in  the  car,  we  can- 
not say  that  it  was  error  to  cover  those  questions  by  the 
general  question  concerning  contributory  negligence.  Schn- 
maker  v.  Heinemcmn^  99  Wis.  251 ;  Raymond  v.  Keseberg^  98 
Wis.  317.  The  defendant  submitted  twenty  questions  cover- 
ing very  minutely  the  conduct  of  the  various  trainmen,  and 
what  they  ought  to  have  anticipated,  and  what  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  have  anticipated,  some  of  the  questions  being  quite 
long  and  complicated.  It  would  have  been  nearly  or  quite 
a  cross-examination  of  the  jury,  and  such  is  emphatically  not 
the  purpose  of  the  special  verdict.  The  purpose  of  the  spe- 
cial verdict  is  to  obtain  separate  findings  upon  the  materialy 
controverted  issues^  but  not  to  settle  every  question  upon 
which  witnesses  differ  in  the  course  of  a  trial;  and  it  is  also 
its  purpose  to  obtain  these  findings  in  answer  to  a  few  ques- 
tions, rather  than  in  answer  to  many.  The  greater  the 
number  of  questions,  the  greater  the  opportunity  for  incon- 
sistency in  answers,  resulting  in  mistrials  and  miscarriages 
of  justice.  While  such  results  may  gratify  the  defendant, 
they  are  not  the  results  which  the  court  and  the  law  seek. 
We  find  no  reversible  error  in  the  form  of  the  special  ver- 
dict, nor  in  the  refusal  to  incorporate  the  questions  submitted 
by  the  defendant  in  it. 

6.  A  question  remains  to  be  considered  which  is  of  greater 
importance  and  difliculty  than  those  previously  discussed  in 
this  opinion.  After  the  special  verdict  was  requested  and 
allowed,  the  court  announced  that  a  general  verdict  would 
be  required  also,  to  which  ruling  of  the  court  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  excepted.  The  court,  then,  after  submitting 
the  questions  of  the  special  verdict,  with  some  special  instruc- 
tions as  to  each  question,  gave  to  the  jury  an  independent 
charge,  covering  some  eight  pages  of  the  printed  case,  and 
going  over  the  legal  questions  arising  in  the  case  in  a  form 
suitable  only  to  a  general  verdict,  and  telling  the  jury  under 
what  circumstances  the  plaintiff  could  recover  and  under 
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what  circumstances  he  could  not  recover;  and  to  many  of 
these  propositions  exception  was  taken.  That  this  is  the 
very  thing  which  the  special  verdict  is  intended  to  prevent 
is  evident  from  the  law  itself.  The  special  verdict  was  ex- 
pressly intended  to  submit  to  the  jury  for  answer  certain 
questions  of  fact,  which  they  are  to  answer  from  the  evi- 
dence, guided  by  instructions  appropriate  to  the  questions 
only,  without  regard  to  the  legal  eflfect  of  their  answers  upon 
the  ultimate  question  of  the  rights  of  the  parties.  Thus,  it 
was  expected  and  intended  to  relieve  the  jury  from  all  con- 
sideration as  to  whether  their  answers  are  consistent  with  a 
general  recovery  by  either  party,  and  thus  to  obtain  a  result 
as  far  as  possible  free  from  sympathy  or  prejudice. 

With  the  wisdom  of  the  laT*"  we  have  nothing  to  do. 
Properly  used,  it  secures  to  parties  a  valuable  right,  and  it 
should  be  carried  out  by  the  courts  in  such  manner  as  to 
effectuate  its  purpose,  if  possible.  That  the  submission  of 
general  propositions  of  law,  suitable  only  to  the  case  of  a 
general  verdict,  tends  to  defeat  the  purpose  of  the  law,  has 
been  frequently  held  by  this  court.  Jiyan  v,  Rockford  Ins. , 
Co.  77  Wis.  611;  Reed  v.  Madison^  85  Wis.  679;  Coats  v. 
Stanton,  90  Wis.  130 ;  Conway  v.  MitcheU,  97  Wis.  290 ;  £bhler 
V.  West  Side  R.  Co.  99  Wis.  33. 

The  question  of  the  propriety  of  submitting  a  general  ver- 
dict side  by  side  with  a  special  verdict  has  been  quite  fre- 
quently referred  to,  and  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  previ- 
ous expressions  of  the  court  are  not  in  entire  harmony.  Thus, 
it  was  said  in  Da/ois  v.  Farmingtony  42  Wis.  425,  very  cor- 
rectly, in  substance,  that  a  party  is  entitled,  as  matter  of 
right,  to  have  a  special  verdict  containing  a  specific  finding 
on  every  material  issue,  and  that  a  want  of  this  cannot  be 
cured  by  a  general  verdict.  But  it  was  also  said  in  that  case 
that,  where  a  special  verdict  is  returned,  there  may  be  a 
general  verdict  also;  citing  E.  S.  1858,  ch.  132,  sec.  14,  and 
Lemke  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  39  Wis.  449.    This  latter 
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question  does  not  seem  to  have  been  raised  by  any  objection 
or  exception  in  that  case,  nor  does  the  proposition  seem  to 
be  supported  by  the  authorities  cited.  In  the  Leralte  Case  it 
was  simply  held  that  a  special  verdict  inconsistent  with  the 
general  verdict  would  control,  no  question  being  raised  as 
to  the  propriety  of  submitting  a  general  and  special  verdict 
together.  The  section  of  the  statute  cited  (sec.  14,  ch.  132, 
K.  S.  1858,  now  the  last  sentence  of  sec.  2860,  Stats.  1898) 
provides  that,  "  when  a  special  finding  of  facts  shall  be  in- 
consistent with  the  general  verdict,  the  former  shall  control 
the  latter."  It  seems  to  us  very  plain  that  this  provision 
refers,  not  to  a  special  verdict,  but  to  those  special  findings 
of  fact  which  may  or  may  not  cover  the  whole  case,  and 
which  the  court  may,  of  its  own  motion,  submit  to  a  jury  in 
connection  with  the  general  verdict.  K.  S.  1858,  ch.  132, 
sec.  11;  Stats.  1898,  sec.  2858.  But  while  this  proposition 
seems  not  to  have  been  called  for  in  the  case  and  not  founded 
upon  sound  authority,  still  it  is  not  to  be  denied  that  it  has 
been  repeated  in  various  cases,  in  substantially  this  form, 
that,  while  a  general  verdict  is  unnecessary  in  connection 
with  a  special  verdict,  the  mere  fact  of  its  submission  is  not 
error,  as  it  harms  neither  party.  If  it  is  inconsistent  with 
the  special  verdict,  the  special  verdict  prevails;  if  consistent, 
it  is  a  mere  harmless  legal  conclusion.  Thus,  in  either  case 
it  is  useless.  AvU  -y.  Wheder  cfe  W,  Mfg-  Go,  54  Wis.  300; 
jffoppe  V.  (7.,  M.  (&  St.  P.  R.  Co.  61  Wis.  357;  Cooper  v.  Ins, 
Co.  of  Pa.  96  Wis.  362.  The  practical  inconsistency  of  these 
decisions  is  manifest.  It  is  held  that  instructions  on  general 
legal  propositions  are  not  proper  and  may  be  error;  but  it 
is  also  held  that  the  submission  of  a  general  verdict  in  con- 
nection with  the  special  verdict  is  not  error.  Certainly,  if 
it  is  not  error  to  submit  a  general  verdict,  it  ought  not  to  be 
error  to  give  appropriate  instructions  upon  it,  and  yet  this 
very  action  has  been  held  error. 
The  present  case  is  a  striking  instance  of  the  effect  of  sub- 
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mitting  a  special  and  general  verdict  together.  The  special 
verdict  is  briefly  disposed  of  by  the  charge  of  the  court, 
with  a  few  general  propositions,  while  the  general  verdict 
is  made  the  principal  feature  of  the  case,  and  completely 
dwarfs  the  special.  While  this  course  finds  implied,  if  not 
direct,  support  in  decisions  of  this  court,  it  is  certainly  plain 
that  the  whole  purpose  and  intent  of  the  law  is  liable  to  be 
thwarted  by  it;  and  we  have,  after  mature  deliberation,  de- 
termined that  it  ought  not  to  be  tolerated.  "We  do  not  decide 
that  it  is  error  to  submit  a  general  verdict  in  connection 
with  the  special  verdict,  where  there  is  no  objection  and 
there  is  'no  general  charge  given,  though  such  practice  is  not 
to  be  encouraged  and  is  not  in  harmony  with  the  intent  of 
the  law;  but  we  hold  that  such  a  course  is  error  in  a  case 
where  objection  is  duly  taken  to  the  submission  of  a  general 
verdict  in  connection  with  the  special,  and  where  the  court 
gives  full  instructions  on  the  general  propositions  of  law  in- 
volved, thus  plainly  informing  the  jury  of  the  effect  of  their 
answers  to  the  special  questions,  and  how  to  make  such  an- 
swers consistent  with  the  general  verdict,  especially  where 
exception  is  taken  to  such  general  instructions. 

So  far  as  this  rule  is  inconsistent  with  expressions  con- 
tained in  previous  decisions  of  this  court,  they  must  be  con- 
sidered as  overruled  or  modified  in  accordance  herewith. 

In  connection  with  this  subject,  it  may  be  proper  to  notice 
a  class  of  cases  in  this  court  which  seem  to  intimate  that  a 
defective  special  verdict  may  be  helped  out  by  a  general  ver- 
dict. Of  this  class  is  Hutchinson  v,  O,  dk  N.  W,  R.  Co.  41 
Wis.  541,  where  it  is  said  that,  "  in  the  absence  of  a  general 
verdict,  the  special  findings  should  include  all  the  material 
issues  made  by  the  pleadings."  See,  also,  Eilert  v,  O.  B.  <& 
M.  R.  Co.  48  Wis.  606.  There  is  also  another  class  of  cases 
which  hold  or  intimate  that  where  a  special  verdict  is  de- 
manded, and  all  the  issues  are  not  covered  by  the  special 

questions,  but  no  objection  is  made  on  that  ground,  and  a 
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general  verdict  is  returned  under  correct  instructions,  the 
irregularity  is  waived;  thus  holding,  in  effect,  that  a  general 
verdict  may  help  out  a  defective  special  verdict.  Schultz  v, 
C.^  M.  (&  St.  P.  R.  Go,  48  Wis.  375 ;  Sherman  v.  Menominee 
Rwer  L.  Co.  77  Wis.  14;  KlaU  v.  JST.  C.  Foster  L.  Co.  92  Wis. 
622. 

How  far  these  cases  can  be  harmonized  with  the  statute 
and  the  cases  which  hold  that  a  party  demanding  a  special 
verdict  has  an  absolute  right  to  a  special  finding  on  each 
material  question  {Davis  v.  Farmington^  42  Wis.  425;  P. 
Dohmen  Co.  v.  Niagara  P.  Ins.  Co,  96  Wis.  38),  or  with  the 
propositions  determined  in  this  case,  seems  a  question  of  con- 
siderable diflSculty.  This  question  is  not  before  us,  and  hence 
we  cannot  decide  it;  but  we  call  attention  to  the  seeming 
difficulty,  in  order  that  it  may  be  avoided  in  future  cases,  as 
it  may  easily  be  by  the  exercise  of  care  in  covering  all  ma- 
terial issues  by  the  questions  of  the  special  verdict. 

We  find  no  other  questions  that  require  discussion. 

By  the  Court, —  Judgment  reversed,  and  action  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 

Bakdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 


Bazeb,  Appellant,  vs.  Bakeb  and  others,  Bespondents. 

January  U — February  $U  1S99. 

WiUa:  Undue  influence:  Fraud. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  —  showing,  among  other  things,  that  a  tes- 
tator was  seventy-three  years  of  age  when  he  died;  that  he  left  a 
widow,  his  second  wife,  by  whom  he  had  no  children;  also  a  mar- 
ried son  and  daughter,  children  of  his  first  wife,  and  several  grand- 
children, children  of  a  deceased  son;  that  until  about  six  weeks 
before  his  death  he  appeared  to  have  sufficient  mental  capacity  to 
do  business,  but  about  three  weeks  later  had  become  very  feeble 
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and  had  difficulty  in  recognizing  old  acquaintances;  that  about  ten 
days  before  his  death  he  expressed  a  desire  to  make  his  will  and  give 
his  wife  his  home  farm  for  life  or  widowhood,  together  with  the  equip- 
ment to  carry  it  on ;  that  he  grew  weaker,  and  on  the  next  day  failed 
for  some  time  to  recognize  a  friend  and  when  aroused  said  he  did 
not  know  where  he  was;  that  on  the  following  day  he  signed  a 
paper  in  the  nature  of  a  will,  nearly  all  written  in  pencil  by  his 
wife,  giving  to  her  his  household  goods  absolutely,  his  farm  and 
farming  utensils  as  long  as  she  should  remain  his  widow,  and  full 
control  of  all  notes  and  mortgages;  that  about  three  hours  after- 
wards he  signed  the  paper  offered  as  his  will,  drawn  by  an  unskilled 
neighbor,  by  which  he  gave  to  his  wife  all  of  his  property,  worth 
more  than  $30,000,  except  some  trifling  legacies;  that  the  testator's 
children  and  grandchildren  were  then  out  of  the  state  and  did  not 
know  of  his  illness;  that  they  afterwards  learned  of  it,  not  from 
his  wife,  and  when  some  of  them  came  they  were  never  left  alone 
with  him,  but  his  wife  or  her  sister  was  always  present,  and  they 
did  not  learn  of  the  alleged  will  until  after  his  death, —  is  Jield  to 
show  that  the  alleged  will  was  procured  by  undue  influence  or 
fraud. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dodge 
county :  James  J.  Diok,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

The  opinion  states  the  case. 

M.  L,  Lueck  and  Ed/voin  F.  Yam,  Yeckten^  attorneys,  and 
TT.  H.  TvmUn^  of  counsel,  for  the  appellant. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  H,  K,  BvMer- 
fidd^  Sawyer  c&  Sawyer^  and  J.  E,  Malone^  and  oral  argu- 
ment by  Mr.  Butterfidd  and  Mr.  E.  W.  Sawyer. 

Cassodat,  0.  J.  It  appears  from  the  record  that,  Febru- 
ary 22, 1897,  Dennison  Baker  died,  leaving  an  instrument 
which  the  county  court  admitted  to  probate  as  his  last  will 
and  testament,  which,  omitting  the  formal  part,  is  as  follows : 

"First,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  grandchildren  Grace 
and  Josie  Rector  the  sum  of  $250  each  within  one  year  from 
the  time  of  my  demise. 

"  Second,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  son  Addbert  Baker  the 
sum  of  $50. 
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"  Third,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  daughter  Rvhy  the 
sum  of  $100. 

"  Fourth,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  grandchildren  ^6?^/- 
herty  Frederick^  Thomas^  Alice,  and  Oeorge^  children  of  my 
son  George,  the  sum  of  ten  dollars  each. 

"  And  lastly,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  wife  Nancy  all 
the  rest  of  my  real  estate  and  personal  property,  of  what 
nature  or  kind  soever,  and  appoint  her  sole  executor  of  my 
estate,  without  bonds. 

"  In  witness  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal 
the  15th  day  of  February,  1897. 

«  D.  Baker.     [Seal.]  " 

There  was  also  an  attesting  clause,  signed  by  J.  W.  Martin, 
C.  E.  Annis,  and  Rudolph  Hermann. 

On  appeal  from  the  county  court,  a  trial  was  had  by  the 
circuit  court  and  a  jury,  upon  issues  agreed  upon  and  sub- 
mitted, and  at  the  close  of  the  trial  the  jury  returned  a  ver- 
dict to  the  eflFect  that  such  paper  writing  was  executed  in 
conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  relating  to 
wills;  that  the  deceased  did  not  have  testamentary  capacity 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  alleged  last  will  and  tes- 
tament; that  it  was  not  his  own  volimtary  act  and  deed, 
but  was  the  result  and  product  of  undue  influence.  There- 
upon the  trial  court  refused  to  set  aside  such  special  verdict 
or  any  part  thereof,  but  confirmed  the  same,  and  ordered 
and  adjudged  that  the  decree  of  the  county  court  admitting 
to  probate  the  alleged  last  will  and  testament  be  vacated, 
and  the  case  be  remitted  to  the  county  court  for  further 
proceedings  therein  in  accordance  with  the  judgment  of  the 
trial  court;  and  from  the  judgment  so  entered  the  widow, 
Nancy  E,  Baker,  brings  this  appeal. 

It  appears,  and  is  undisputed,  that  Mr.  Baker  had  resided 
in  "Wisconsin  for  more  than  fifty  years;  that  he  married  his 
first  wife  soon  after  he  came  to  the  state ;  that  he  had  by 
her  four  children, —  two  boys,  George  and  Adelberty  and  two 
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girls,  Sarah  and  Ruby;  that  Gteorge  and  Addbert  both  re- 
mained at  home  with  him  until  they  were  over  thirty  years 
of  age;  that  subsequently  the  two  sons  became  residents  of 
Missouri;  that  George  died  in  Missouri  in  November,  1896, 
leaving  five  children,  him  surviving;  that  Addbert  lived  there 
with  his  family  at  the  time  of  his  father's  death,  and  had  for 
more  than  ten  years  previously;  that  Sarah  died  in  1889, 
Avithout  issue ;  that  JRuhy  was,  at  the  time  of  her  father's 
death,  married  and  a  resident  of  Minnesota,  where  she  had 
lived  with  her  family  for  several  years;  that  in  1884  Mr. 
Baker's  first  wife,  and  the  mother  of  all  his  children,  died ; 
that  in  1888  he  married  the  appellant,  Nancy  JK,  but  never 
had  any  children  by  her;  that  his  eyesight  had  been  poor 
for  about  five  years  before  his  death;  that  in  1895  he  re- 
ceived an  injury  in  his  hip,  by  reason  of  his  horse  running 
away,  which  gave  him  a  slow,  shuffling  gait;  that  his  last 
sickness  commenced  in  the  latter  part  of  December,  1896,  or 
the  first  part  of  January,  1897;  that  January  10, 1897,  he 
settled  with  the  witness  Eimer,  a  merchant  who  occupied  a 
store  building  as  his  tenant,  and  on  the  next  day,  January 
11, 1897,  he  made  a  new  lease  of  the  store  to  Eimer  for  the 
term  of  five  years;  that  he  then  had  sufficient  mental  capac- 
ity to  do  business;  that  his  health  gradually  commenced  to 
fail,  especially  in  the  latter  part  of  January,  1897;  that 
about  February  1, 1897,  he  had  become  very  weak,  and  failed 
to  recognize  the  witness  Wells,  with  whom  he  had  long  been 
well  acquainted ;  that  he  gradually  grew  weaker  from  that 
time  until  the  time  of  his  death ;  that  on  Saturday,  February 
13, 1897,  two  days  before  making  the  alleged  will,  he  recog- 
nized the  witnesses  Wells  and  Eimer  with  difficulty,  and 
expressed  a  desire  to  make  his  will,  and  that  he  wanted  his 
wife  to  have  his  home  farm  for  her  lifetime  or  as  long  as  slie 
remained  his  widow,  together  with  the  team  and  tools  to 
carry  on  the  farm ;  that  the  next  day  (Sunday)  he  was  still 
weak,  and  for  some  time  failed  to  recognize  Eimer,  and 
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when  aroused  he  said  he  did  not  know  where  he  was ;  that 
about  5  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  next  day  (Monday, 
February  15th),  Mr.  Baker  signed  a  paper,  all  written  in 
pencil  by  the  appellant,  Ncmcy  E.  Bdker^  except  the  clause 
relating  to  Heintz,  which  was  underlined  by  the  witness 
Martin  at  the  request  of  Mr.  Baker,  and  of  which  paper  the 
following  is  a  copy,  to  wit: 

'^  Dennison  Baker's^  last  will  and  testament. 

"  The  household  goods  and  surroundings  shall  belong  to 
my  wife.  The  farm  and  farming  utensils  are  to  hers  as 
long  as  she  shall  live  or  she  remains  my  widow.  The  stock 
and  bams  shall  be  hers,  and  the  farm  shall  be  run  as  it  is 
this  year.  All  notes  and  mortgages  she  shall  have  full  con- 
trol of. 

"  That  M.  P.  Heintz  shall  have  the  money  on  his  mort- 
gage, just  as  he  has  had  it,  as  long  as  he  wants  it.      , 

"August  Eimeb.  [Signed]        Dknnison  Bakeb. 

"  J.  W.  Mabtin, 

«C.  E.  Airais."    . 

It  further  appears  that,  in  addition  to  such  three  sub- 
scribing witnesses  and  the  appellant,  there  was  present,  at 
the  time,  the  witness  Wells,  who  expressly  refused  to  sign 
the  paper  as  a  witness,  after  being  requested  by  Mrs,  Baker ^ 
on  the  ground  that  he  did  not  think  it  was  Mr.  Baker's  will ; 
that  at  the  foot  of  that  paper  so  executed  by  Mr.  Baker 
Mrs,  Baker  subsequently  wrote,  in  pencil,  the  following 
memorandum:  "  Mr.  Eimer  asked  if  he  understood  it  should 
be  as  long  as  she  lives.  Mr.  Baker  said  ^  Yes;  as  long  as 
she  lives,  I  want  her  to  have  it; ' "  that  subsequently  there 
was  written,  in  pencil,  on  a  separate  piece  of  paper,  a  fur- 
ther memorandum,  as  follows,  to  wit:  "Lastly,  I  give  and 
bequeath  to  my  Nancy  all  the  rest  of  my  real  estate  and 
personal  property,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  and  ap- 
point her  sole  executor  of  my  estate;"  that  about  three 
hours  after  that  first  pencil  paper  was  so  signed  by  Mr. 
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Baker  the  alleged  will  in  question  was  signed  by  him,  and 
witnessed  by  J.  W.  Martin,  0.  E.  Annis, —  two  of  the  per- 
sons who  witnessed  the  pencil  writing, —  and  also  by  one 
Eudolf  Hermann. 

That  paper  purports  to  give  and  devise  to  Mrs,  Baker  all 
of  her  husband's  property,  except  some  trifling  legacies 
amounting  to  $700.  In  other  words,  as  seems  to  have  been 
conceded,  that  paper  purported  to  give  Mrs.  Baker  some 
$30,000  more  than  she  would  have  obtained  under  the  stat- 
utes. Mr.  Baker  was  at  the  time  about  seventy-three  years 
of  age.  He  had,  several  years  previously,  given  consider- 
able money  to  each  of  his  children.  When  the  alleged  will 
was  drawn,  all  his  children  and  grandchildren  then  living 
were  either  in  Missouri  or  Minnesota.  None  of  them  had 
knowledge  of  his  sickness  until  after  the  making  of  the 
alleged  will,  and  then  received  the  information  from  others 
than  the  appellant.  It  was  not  drawn  by  a  person  living 
near,  who  was  in  the  habit  of  drawing  his  papers,  but  by 
the  witness  J.  W.  Martin,  who  lived  two  and  one-half 
miles  distant,  and  who  admits  that  he  had  never  drawn  a 
will  before,  and  but  very  few  other  papers.  Mrs.  Baker 
drew  nearly  all  of  the  first  paper,  and  manifestly  had  more 
or  less  to  do  about  drawing  the  alleged  will.  She  was  the 
dominant  force  in  the  household  at  the  time.  Her  sister 
was  with  her.  Mr.  Baker  seems  to  have  been  in  a  passive 
condition,  saying  but  little  more  than  yes  or  no.  After 
Ruby  and  Addbert  came,  neither  of  them  was  left  alone 
with  their  father,  but  Mrs,  Baker  or  her  sister  was  at  all 
times  present.  Neither  of  them  had  any  information  re- 
specting the  alleged  will  until  after  the  death  of  their  father. 
After  the  arrival  of  Addbert^  Mrs.  Baker^a  sister  took  the 
alleged  will  to  the  house  of  the  witness  Martin  for  safe  keep- 
ing. The  conduct  of  Mrs.  Baker^  and  the  circumstances 
surrounding  the  making  and  execution  of  the  alleged  will, 
were  more  or  less  suspicious,  and  called  for  explanation  on 
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her  part.     The  jury  were  clearly  justified  in  finding  that 
the  paper  writing  was  not  the  voluntary  act  of  Mr.  Baker. 

From  a  careful  examination  of  the  evidence,  we  are  forced 
to  the  same  conclusion  reached  by  the  trial  court,  and  that 
is  that  the  alleged  will  was  either  procured  by  undue  influ- 
ence, or  that  a  bold  fraud  was  practiced  upon  the  deceased. 
This  conclusion  is  supported  by  numerous  adjudications  of 
this  court.  Disch  v.  Thnm^  101  Wis.  179,  and  cases  there 
cited.  The  question  involved  was  purely  one  of  fact  for  the 
jury  and  trial  court.  They  decided  it  according  to  the  clear 
preponderance  of  the  evidence. 

-ffy  the  Court —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 

Bardeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 

The  appellant  moved  for  a  reheanng  and  modification  of 
the  decision  so  that  the  same  should  provide  that  the  costs 
and  expenses  of  the  appellant  on  the  appeal  to  the  supreme 
court,  and  a  reasonable  sum  for  counsel  fees,  be  allowed  by 
the  county  court,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 

The  motion  was  denied  April  4, 1899. 
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January  31  —  Fdmiary  SI,  1899. 

Certiorari:  ^jfecf  o/ supersedeas:  Bill  of  exceptions, 

A  writ  of  certiorari  does  not  vacate  the  order  or  judgment  challenged 
thereby,  but  merely  suspends  its  execution.  It  does  not  prevent 
the  giving  of  notice  of  the  entry  of  the  judgment  or  order  for  the 
purpose  of  setting  the  time  running  within  which  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions must  be  settled. 
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Mandamus  to  the  circuit  court  for  Winnebago  county: 
Geo.  W.  Burnell,  Circuit  Judge.     Writ  dismissed. 

Proceedings  commenced  in  this  court  to  compel  the  re- 
spondent to  sign  and  certify  a  bill  of  exceptions. 

An  order  was  made  granting  the  prayer  of  a  petition,  filed 
in  the  circuit  court  for  Winnebago  county,  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  commissioners  in  condemnation  proceedings.  There- 
after such  proceedings  were  removed  to  this  court  for  review 
pursuant  to  a  writ  of  certiorari,  A  copy  of  the  order  in  the 
condemnation  matter,  and  notice  of  the  entry  thereof,  were 
served  so  as  to  set  the  time  running  for  the  railway  com- 
pany to  settle  a  bill  of  exceptions.  Later,  the  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari was  quashed.  Subsequent  to  the  quashing  of  the. 
writ,  a  bill  of  exceptions  was  prepared  on  behalf  of  the  re- 
lator, and  all  steps  requisite  to  the  signing  and  certifying  of 
it  by  the  circuit  judge  complied  with,  unless  the  relator  was^ 
too  late  therewith  because  of  the  service  of  the  copy  of  the 
order  and  notice  of  the  entry  thereof,  before  mentioned. 
The  circuit  judge  held  that  the  bill  came  to  him  too  lat& 
and  refused  to  sign  it.  An  alternative  writ  of  mandamii^ 
was  sued  out  of  this  court,  requiring  the  judge  to  sign  the 
bill  or  show  cause  to  the  contrary.  Due  return  was  made 
to  such  writ,  assigning  as  the  reason  for  not  signing  the 
bill  that  the  time  therefor  expired  before  such  bill  was 
presented  for  settlement.  The  relator  demurred  to  the  re- 
turn, and  the  issue  thus  formed  was  submitted  to  the  court 
for  determination. 

For  the  relator  there  was  a  brief  by  J*ishj  Can/,  Ujj/iam 
dk  Black,  and  oral  ar^ment  by  R.  N.  McMynn.  They  con 
tended,  inter  alia,  that  the  writ  of  certiorari  removed  the 
condemnation  proceedings,  record  and  all,  bodily  from  the 
circuit  court  to  the  supreme  court  and  suspended  the  pow- 
ers of  the  circuit  court  as  to  such  proceedings.  All  at- 
tempted subsequent  proceedings  in  that  court  pending  the 
certiorari  would  be  coram,  non  jicdice  and  void.     Case  v» 
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Shepherd^  2  Johns.  Cas.  27;  Patchin  v.  Brooklyn^  13  Wend. 
<)64 ;  Cross  v.  Smithy  1  Salk.  148 ;  Neumcm  v.  8tate^  76  Wis. 
112;  McCormick  H.  M.  Go.  v.  Reed,  85  Wis.  201,  202;  Wal- 
lace V.  WaUace,  13  Wis.  224,  227. 

Miller y  Noyes,  Miller  c&  WahZ  and  Eaton  <&  Weedy  respond- 
ent's attorneys.  [No  brief  on  file.]  The  cause  was  argned 
orally  by  Jff.  I.  Weed. 

Marshall,  J.  A  writ  of  certiorari  suspends  the  execu- 
tion of  the  judgment  or  order  challenged  thereby.  It  does 
not  vacate  such  judgment  or  order.  Pending  the  hearing, 
such  order  or  judgment  remains  in  full  force  the  same  as  in 
case  of  an  appeal  where  the  statute  regarding  a  stay  of  pro- 
ceedings has  been  complied  with.  In  case  of  an  appeal,  the 
record  may  be  retained  in  the  court  below  and  a  certified 
copy  be  sent  to  this  court ;  in  case  of  a  writ  of  certiorari 
the  same  course  may  be  pursued,  in  fact  is  required  to  be 
pursued,  unless  an  order  be  entered  to  the  contrary.  See 
Supreme  Court  Eule  IV.  The  idea  that  a  sv^persedeas  va- 
cates the  order  or  judgment  of  the  lower  court  pending  the 
hearing  in  the  court  above,  has  no  place  in  our  system.  The 
sole  effect  of  it  is  to  prevent  any  act  being  done  to  enforce 
the  judgment  or  order  affected  by  the  stay.  Notwithstand- 
ing the  supersedeas  or  stay,  the  judgment  or  order  may  be 
pleaded  or  given  in  evidence  in  bar  or  as  an  estoppel,  or  the 
judgment  debtor  may  be  garniBhed,  or  any  other  proceed- 
inofs  be  taken  not  inconsistent  with  the  dormant  status  of 
the  judgment  so  far  as  its  enforcement  is  concerned.  Neu- 
man  v.  State^  76  Wis.  112;  Richter  v.  LeHy^  99  Wis.  512; 
State  V.  Madison,  63  Me.  546. 

It  follows  that  the  giving  of  a  notice  of  the  entry  of  a 
judgment  or  order,  so  as  to  set  the  time  running  within 
which  to  settle  a  bill  of  exceptions,  is  not  a  proceeding  to 
enforce  such  order  or  judgment,  and  is  not  prevented  by  the 
issuance  and  service  of  a  writ  of  ce7*tiorari  to  test  the  valid- 
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ity  of  such  order  or  judgment.  That  is  ruled  by  Sexton  v, 
Pickett^  24  Wis.'  346.  The  circuit  judge  relied  upon  the  de- 
cision in  that  case  in  refusing  to  sign  the  bill  of  exceptions. 
Ko  reason  is  perceived  why  the  decision  in  that  case,  and 
the  facts  alleged  in  the  return,  are  not  a  complete  answer  to 
the  alternative  writ  of  mandamus.    They  are  so  considered. 

The  result  is  that  the  demurrer  to  the  return  to  the  alter- 
native writ  must  be  overruled,  and  judgment  be  entered  dis- 
missing such  writ  and  for  costs  to  be  taxed  against  the 
relator. 

By  the  Court —  It  is  so  ordered. 


Shoses  Lumbes  Company,  Appellant,  vs.  Claney  and  others, 

Eespondents. 

January  SI — February  SI,  1899, 

Sale  of  lumber:  Beaciseion  for  failure  of  title:  Nonperformance  of  con- 
tract: Excuse. 

L  By  a  contract  indicating  a  present  sale  of  lumber  by  plaintiff  to  de- 
fendants, the  latter  agreed  to  give  their  note  for  a  part  of  the  price 
and  to  pay  the  balance  after  plaintiff  had  carried  the  lumber  for 
them  to  Ghicaga  Learning,  however,  that  the  title  was  still  in 
plaintiff's  vendor  of  the  timber  from  which  the  lumber  had  been 
sawed,  who  had  not  been  fully  paid,  defendants  refused  to  give  the 
note  when  demanded  unless  plaintiff  would  clear  the  title  or  give 
a  bond  for  delivery  of  the  lumber  free  from  liens.  Plaintiff  refused 
to  do  either,  and  soon  after  removed  defendants'  mark  from  the 
lumber  and  sold  it  to  other  persons.  Hetd,  that  the  contract  had 
been  rescinded. 

2.  It  was  immaterial,  in  such  case,  that  plaintiff's  vendor  permitted  it 
to  seU  lumber  before  making  payment,  if  no  such  claim  was  made 
when  defendants  refused  to  give  the  note  and  no  information  to 
that  effect  was  ever  given  them. 

&  Where,  in  such  case,  the  carriage  of  other  lumber  belonging  to  de- 
fendants to  market  was  made  a  condition  precedent  to  the  taking 
effect  of  the  sale,  the  performance  of  that  condition  by  plaintiff. 
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for  which  it  was  fully  paid,  did  not  preclude  the  defendants  from 
rescinding  the  sale  for  failure  of  title. 
4  The  nonperformance  of  an  agreement  to  transport  lumber  to  market 
on  the  first  trip  made  in  the  spring  is  not  excused  by  the  fact  that 
there  was  ice  near  the  dock  which  prevented  getting  at  it  handily. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
county:  E.  W.  Helms,  Judge.    Affirmed. 

On  November  22, 1895,  the  parties  to  this  action  made  a 
contract,  in  which  it  was  recited  "  that  the  said  Shores  Lum- 
her  Company  have  this  day  sold  and  delivered  "  to  the  defend- 
ants 850,000  feet  of  lumber  piled  on  their  dock  at  Ashland, 
at  $7.75  per  thousand  feet.  The  defendants  were  to  give 
their  paper  for  $6,000,  due  March  18, 1896,  and  pay  the  bal- 
ance due  for  the  lumber  when  the  same  was  delivered  in 
Chicago.  Plaintiff  was  to  carry  the  lumber  to  Chicago  at 
going  freight  rates,  the  first  trip  made  in  the  spring  of  1896. 
The  contract  further  provided  that  plaintiflE  was  to  carry 
about  850,000  feet  of  other  lumber,  owned  by  defendants, 
from  Ashland  to  Chicago,  that  fall,  if  the  boats  could  make 
the  trip,  and  in  case  the  lumber  was  not  delivered  then  the 
agreement  to  purchase  the  lumber  first  mentioned  was  to  be 
void. 

The  complaint  alleges  the  making  of  the  contract,  the  car- 
riage by  plaintiff  of  so  much  of  the  defendants'  lumber  as 
was  tendered  it  to  carry,  the  refusal  of  defendants  to  make 
and  deliver  their  note,  and  their  refusal  to  receive  any  of  the 
lumber  purchased  by  them,  although  plaintiflE  carried  the 
same  to  Chicago  as  agreed,  and  tendered  the  same  to  defend- 
ants. The  complaint  further  states  that  plaintiff  was  com- 
pelled to  sell  said  lumber  in  market,  and  did  so  sell  it  at  the 
best  advantage,  and  received  therefor  eighty-seven  and  one- 
half  cents  per  thousand  less  than  the  contract  price. 

The  answer  admits  the  making  of  the  contract,  and  alleges 
that  after  the  execution  thereof  the  defendants  learned  that 
plaintiff  was  not  the  owner  of  the  said  lumber  and  had  no 
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right  to  sell  the  same,  and  that  thereupon  they  refused  to 
give  their  note  as  mentioned  in  the  contract,  unless  the 
plaintiff  would  make  the  title  good,  which  was  not  done. 
The  other  matters  stated  in  the  complaint  were  denied. 

After  hearing  the  evidence,  the  court  directed  a  verdict 
in  favor  of  defendants,  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence 
showed  that  the  contract  had  been  rescinded  by  the  parties. 
A  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  for  a  new  trial  was 
denied,  and  the  plaintiff  appeals  from  the  judgment  for  costs. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Cate^  Sanborn^  La- 
moreuxL  &  Park^  and  oral  argument  by  ^.  TT.  Sanborn.  They 
argued,  among  other  things,  that  the  contract  was  executed 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  by  carrying  the  agreed  lumber 
to  Chicago,  so  that  it  could  not  be  rescinded.  Defendants 
could  not  rescind  unless  they  placed  the  plaintiff  m  statu 
quo,  Simmons  v,  Putnam,^  11  Wis.  193 ;  Williams  v.  Ketchum^ 
21  Wis.  432 ;  Uermo/n  v.  Gray^  79  Wis.  182 ;  Miller  v.  Palm^i^^ 
95  Wis.  52^) ;  Elake  v.  Pine  Mountain  I.  (&  C,  Co.  76  Fed. 
Hep.  624.  They  gave  no  notice  within  a  reasonable  time  of 
an  intention  to  rescind.  South  Milwaukee  B.  H.  Co.  v.  Havte^ 
95  Wis.  592. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  Gleason  (&  Sleight^ 
and  oral  argument  by  E.  F.  Oleason.  They  contended  that 
a  breach  of  the  implied  warranty  of  title  arose  immediately 
upon  the  sale,  for  which  the  defendants  had  a  right  to  re- 
scind. Edgerton  v:  Mi<ihels^  66  Wis.  124;  Hodges  v.  Wilkin- 
son^ 17  L.  R.  A.  (N.  C),  545;  Perkins  v.  Whelan^  116  Mass. 
542;  Chrose  v.  Hennessey j  13  Allen,  389;  Lewellen  v.  Crane^ 
113  Ind.  289.  They  did  rescind  within  a  few  days  after 
they  learned  of  the  defect  of  title.  The  carrying  of  the 
other  lumber  to  Chicago  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  sale 
and  delivery  of  this. 

Bardeen,  J.  The  undisputed  evidence  shows  that  the  lum- 
ber mentioned  in  the  first  clause  of  the  written  contract  was 
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manufactured  from  what  were  known  as  the  Stocking  logs. 
The  timber  from  which  this  lumber  was  sawed  was  purchased 
by  plaintiff  under  two  contracts  with  Mr.  Stocking,  which 
provided  that  plaintiff  was  to  cut  the  timber  and  saw  the 
logs  at  Ashland.  No  lumber  was  to  be  shipped  until  the 
full  purchase  price  for  the  timber  was  paid,  but  plaintiff  was 
allowed  to  ship  a  part  of  the  lumber  of  an  average  quality 
upon  payment  of  $5  per  thousand  feet  for  the  part  shipped. 
The  title  and  right  of  possession  of  the  timber  and  lumber 
were  to  remain  in  Stocking  until  the  purchase  price  was 
fully  paid.  ^  Upon  payment  and  the  performance  of  the  con- 
ditions of  the  contract.  Stocking  was  to  give  a  bill  of  sale  of 
the  lumber.  The  second  contract  recites  a  breach  of  the 
first  contract  by  plaintiff,  and  grants  an  extension  of  time 
for  the  payment  of  the  amount  then  due,  but  reserves  the 
title' and  right  of  possession  of  the  lumber  in  the  vendor  until 
the  full  payment  of  the  purchase  price. 

The  lumber  in  question  consisted  of  twenty-two  piles,  lo- 
cated on  plaintiff's  dock  at  Ashland.  Immediately  after  the 
execution  of  the  contract  in  suit,  all  of  said  piles  were  marked 
with  the  defendants'  mark,  and  a  list  of  the  piles  and  an 
estimate  of  the  amount  thereof  was  made.  On  December  5, 
1895,  and  before  defendants  had  executed  the  note  men- 
tioned in  the  contract,  Stocking's  agents  notified  defendants 
of  his  claim  on  the  lumber,  and  that  he  would  not  waive  his 
claim  thereon,  but  would  demand  $5  per  thousand  before  it 
left  the  dock.  Oi;  December  6th  or  7th  following,  plaintiflPs 
agent  demanded  the  note  that  was  to  have  been  given  for 
the  lumber  from  defendants.  He  was  then  notified  of  the 
claim  made  by  Stocking,  and  informed  that,  unless  plaintiff 
cleared  the  title  or  gave  a  bond  for  a  delivery  of  the  lumber 
free  and  clear  of  all  liens,  the  note  would  not  be  given  and 
the  trade  would  be  declared  off.  The  agent,  however,  de- 
nies that  anything  was  said  about  declaring  the  trade  off. 
He  refused  to  give  a  bond ;  defendants  refused  to  give  the 
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note;  and  nothing  further  was  done  in  regard  to  the  matter 
at  that  time.  Shortly  afterwards  the  marks  of  the  defend- 
ants on  these  piles  were  planed  off  by  plaintiff ;  a  bill  of  sale 
of  the  lumber  was  made  to  Wilkinson  &  Co.,  and  possession 
of  the  same  turned  over  to  the  vendee.  The  interest  of 
Wilkinson  &  Co.  was  subsequently  assigned  to  the  Manistee 
National  Bank,  and  one  cargo  of  this  lumber,  when  shipped 
in  the  spring,  was  carried  as  the  lumber  of  the  bank,  as  is 
shown  by  the  bills  of  lading. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  the  court  directed  a  verdict  for 
the  defendants,  basing  his  ruling  upon  the  ground  that  the 
contract  of  sale  had  been  rescinded.  Unquestionably,  under 
the  evidence,  the  title  and  right  of  possession  of  this  prop- 
erty were  in  Stocking.  There  is  no  pretense  that  defend- 
ants had  any  knowledge  or  information  of  the  true  situation. 
They  were  dealing  with  plaintiff  on  the  basis  thg^t  it  had 
title  to  the  property.  The  general  rule  in  this  country  is 
that,  where  there  is  a  sale  of  chattels  in  the  vendor's  posses- 
sion at  a  fair  price,  there  is  always  an  implied  warranty  of 
the  title,  unless  the  facts  and  circumstances  surrounding  the 
transaction  are  such  as  to  warrant  a  different  conclusion. 
Edgerton  v.  Michehy  66  Wis.  124;  Marshall  v.  Duke,  51 
Ind.  62. 

The  wording  of  the  contract  indicates  a  present  sale  of  the 
property,  and  the  evidence  shows  an  attempt  to  deliver  im- 
mediate possession.  Before  the  delivery  of  the  note  for  the 
purchase  price  by  the  purchasers,  the  true  owner  of  the 
lumber  notified  them  of  his  claim  thereon,  and  that  he  would 
not  waive  it  without  payment.  Certainly,  defendants  were 
justified  in  refusing  to  make  payment,  under  the  circum- 
stances in  proof,  unless  plaintiff  cleared  the  title  to  the  lum- 
ber. Whether  we  consider  Stocking's  title  an  absolute  or 
defeasible  one  does  not  change  the  situation.  The  contract 
of  the  parties,  and  their  acts  under  it,  indicating  an  attempt 
to  make  a  present  sale  and  delivery  of  the  lumber,  the  vendor 
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could  not  lawfully  compel  the  vendees  to  pay  for  property 
to  which  it  had  no  title,  or  which  was  incumbered  by  liens 
or  mortgages.  The  defendants  offered  to  carry  out  the  deal 
if  plaintiff  would  satisfy  the  Stocking  claim  or  give  a  bond 
to  save  them  harmless.  This  the  agent  refused  to  do,  and 
the  defendants  refused  to  give  the  note.  Soon  afterwards 
plaintiff  removed  the  marks  put  on  the  lumber  by  the  de- 
fendants, and  either  sold  or  mortgaged  the  same  to  Wilkinson 
&  Co., — an  act  distinctly  hostile  to  the  defendants'  interest. 
This  course  of  conduct  can  only  be  justified  on  the  theory 
that  plaintiff  believed  the  trade  with  defendants  had  been 
declared  off.  An  act  more  inconsistent  with  the  claim  that 
this  lumber  had  been  sold  to  defendants  could  hardly  be 
imagined.  Taken  in  connection  with  the  talk  had  between 
the  parties  at  the  time  the  notes  were  demanded,  we  think 
there  w^as  ample  ground  for  the  conclusion  arrived  at  by 
the  court. 

The  contention  that  defendants  could  not  rescind  the  con- 
tract, because  plaintiff  had  carried  out  that  part  of  it  in  re- 
lation to  transporting  the  defendant's  lumber  to  market,  is 
of  no  importance.  This  clause  in  the  contract  as  to  the  trans- 
portation of  this  lumber  was  merely  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  taking  effect  of  the  other  provisions  of  the  contract 
relating  to  the  sale  of  the  lumber  in  suit.  Plaintiff  was  fully 
paid  for  its  services,  and  seeks  no  relief  in  this  action  on  ac- 
count thereof. 

The  witness  Shores  was  asked  the  following  question  on 
the  trial,  to  which  an  objection  was  sustained:  "State 
whether  or  not  you  were  permitted  by  Stocking  or  his  agent 
to  ship  and  sell  lumber  before  you  made  payments."  The 
question  fixes  no  time  and  has  no  reference  to  the  lum- 
ber in  controversy.  No  such  claim  was  made  when  defend- 
ants refused  to  give  their  note,  nor  is  it  pretended  that  any 
information  to  that  effect  was  ever  given  them.  With  that 
idea  in  view,  the  testimony  sought  to  be  secured  became  im- 
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material.  Other  rulings  on  testimony  are  so  inconsequen- 
tial as  not  to  require  special  mention,  and  are  not  considered 
error. 

Plaintiff  alleges  performance  of  all  the  conditions  of  the 
contract  on  its  part.  One  of  the  provisions  was  that  it  should 
carry  this  lumber  the  first  trip  made  in  the  spring;  yet  the 
uncontradicted  evidence  is  that  it  only  shipped  a  portion  of 
it,  and  its  excuse  is  that  there  was  ice  near  the  dock,  that 
prevented  getting  at  it  handily.  If  delivery  and  tender  of 
this  lumber  to  defendants  were  essential  to  plaintiflPs  recov- 
ery under  the  contract,  its  failure  to  do  so  without  excuse 
would  be  fatal  to  this  action. 

In  either  view  of  the  case,  the  plaintiff  is  without  a  right 
of  recovery  under  the  proof. 

By  ike  Cov/rt —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


Pabkh,  Eespondent,  vs.  MoPhee,  Appellant. 

January  SI— February  2U  1S99. 
Sale  of  timber:  Contract  construed, 

1.  Under  a  contract  by  which  defendant  was  to  pay  a  certain  price  for 

timber  to  be  "furnished  "  by  plaintiff,  the  latter  is  not  entitled  to 
recover  the  full  contract  price  for  timber  whioh,  after  she  had  cut 
ity  was  found  to  belong  to  the  United  States,  and  for  which  defend- 
ant was  compelled  to  pay  the  government,  but  defendant  should 
be  credited  with  the  amount  paid  to  the  government, 

2.  At  the  time  of  making  such  contract  defendant  was  negotiating  for 

the  purchase  of  certain  lands,  and  instructed  plaintiff  to  cut  the 
timber  therefrom,  and  afterwards  purchased  and  became  the  owner 
of  such  timber.  Hdd,  that  this  timber  was  not "  furnished "  by 
plaintiff  under  the  contract,  and  that  she  could  recover  the  con- 
tract price  therefor  only  after  crediting  defendant  with  the  value 
of  the  stumpage. 

Appeal  from  a  judgra^ent  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 

county:  O.  B.  "Wyman,  Judge.    Reversed. 
"vol.  102— 16 
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On  November  24, 1894,  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered 
into  a  written  contract  in  legal  effect  as  follows :  The  plaint- 
iff thereby  sold  and  conveyed  to  defendant  all  the  merchant- 
able pine  timber  on  certain  described  lands  and  gave  defend- 
ant the  right  to  enter  upon  said  lands  and  manufacture 
such  portions  of  said  timber  as  was  fit  therefor  into  "  wany 
timber."  Plaintiff  agreed  to  cut  into  saw  logs  the  remain- 
ing timber  on  said  land,  and  to  deliver  the  saw  logs  and 
**  wany  timber  "  on  the  lake  at  Big  Bay,  Madeline  Island, 
prior  to  April  1, 1895.  Defendant  agreed  to  pay  for  such 
logs  and  timber  $10  per  thousand  feet  when  delivered  in  the 
manner  specified  in  the  contract,  and  to  complete  the  cut- 
ting of  the  "  wany  timber  "  prior  to  January  15, 1895.  After 
providing  for  the  method  of  scaling  the  timber,  the  contract 
contained  the  following  provision:  "  It  is  further  agreed  by 
the  parties  hereto  that  in  case  said  party  of  the  first  part 
[plaintiff]  furnishes  to  the  party  of  the  second  part  any  tim- 
ber other  than  that  above  described,  of  a  grade  equal  to  or 
better  than  tlie  above-mentioned  timber,  the  party  of  the 
second  part  will  accept  the  same  upon  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions herein  set  forth."  Unde^  the  contract,  plaintiff  also 
sold  to  defendant  certain  hemlock  boom  sticks  at  the  rate  of 
$5  per  thousand  feet. 

At  the  time  this  contract  was  made^  plaintiff  had  an 
agreement  with  one  Lamoreaux  to  sell  her  the  timber  on 
certain  lands  claimed  by  him  under  an  allotment  from  the 
United  States,  and  also  an  agreement  with  one  Seim,  a 
homesteader,  for  timber  on  his  homestead.  It  afterwards 
appeared  that  neither  party  had  any  right  to  sell  their  tim- 
ber, and,  after  it  had  been  cut,  it  was  seized  by  the  United 
States,  and  defendant  paid  for  the  same  at  the  rate  of  $G 
per  thousand  feet. 

Plaintiff  and  defendant's  men  cut  and  put  in  the  timber 
on  plaintiff^s  land,  and  also  on  the  lands  of  Lamoreaux  and 
Seim.     They  also  cut  quite  a  large  quantity  of  timber  upon 
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lands  adjoining  plaintiff's  homestead,  to  which  she  had  no 
title.  The  total  amonnt  of  pine  cut  was  253,820  feet,  and 
hemlock  43,000  feet  Of  this  amount,  24,950  feet  came  from 
Seim's  homestead,  and  65,740  feet  from  the  Lamoreaux 
claim.  The  remainder  was  cut  on  plaintiff's  homestead  and 
adjoining  lands,  to  which  defendant  afterwards  acquired 
title.  While  the  court  made  no  finding  as  to  the  fact,  the 
evidence  fairly  shows  that  the  pine  cut  on  the  plaintiff's 
homestead  amounted  to  about  65,000  feet,  and  that  the 
greater  part  of  the  hemlock  came  from  the  same  land. 
After  the  logs  were  delivered,  the  plaintiff  brought  this  ac- 
tion to  enforce  a  lien  upon  said  logs  for  the  purchase  price 
unpaid.  Defendant  gave  a  bond,  and  took  possession  of 
the  logs.  The  case  was  tried  before  the  court  without  a 
jury,  and  findings  made  in  favor  of  plaintiff  for  the  amount 
of  her  claim,  less  the  amount  paid  by  defendant  to  the  gov- 
ernment for  the  timber  cut  on  the  Lamoreaux  and  Seim 
lands,  and  payments  made  on  the  contract. 

The  defendant  appeals  from  the  judgment  entered  upon 
the  findings  so  made. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  TT.  TT.  O^Keefe^  at- 
torney, and  Gleason  <&  Sleight,  of  counsel,  and  oral  argument 
by  K  F.  Oleason. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  C<xte,  Scmhom, 
Lamoreux  &  Park,  and  oral  argument  by  B.  B.  Park. 

Babdeen,  J.  Upon  the  argument,  both  parties  asked  the 
court  to  determine  this  case  upon  the  merits,  regardless  of 
any  technical  questions  which  might  be  urged  as  to  the  right 
of  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action,  or  as  to  any  technical 
errors  occurring  on  the  trial.  Ignoring  all  questions  of  that 
nature,  we  shall  proceed  to  dispose  of  the  case  upon  the  evi- 
dence and  findings  of  the  court. 

It  developed  upon  the  trial  that  the  timber  claimed  to 
have  been  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  under  her  contract  came 
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'  from  four  different  sources :  (1)  From  the  plaintiffs  home- 
stead ;  (2)  from  land  owned  or  acquired  by  the  defendant ; 
(3)  from  land  allotted  by  the  United  States  to  the  Indian, 
Lamoreaux;  (4)  from  the  Seim  homestead.  The  timber  cut 
from  the  plaintiffs  homestead  was  expressly  mentioned  in 
their  written  contract,  and  there  is  no  controversy  but  that 
she  is  entitled  to  the  contract  price  therefor.  The  timber 
cut  upon  the  other  lands  was  furnished  under  a  clause  in  the 
contract  which  reads  as  follows:  "It  is  further  agreed  by 
the  parties  hereto  that  in  case  the  said  party  of  the  first 
part  [plaintiff]  furnishes  to  the  party  of  the  second  part  any 
timber  other  than  that  above  described,  of  a  grade  equal  to 
or  better  than  the  above-mentioned  timber,  the  party  of  the 
second  part  will  accept  the  same  upon  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions herein  set  forth.'' 

At  the  time  this  contract  was  made,  plaintiff  had  a  con- 
tract with  Lamoreaux  and  Seim  to  purchase  the  timber  on 
their  lands.  This  fact  was  made  known  to  defendant,  and 
the  parties  apparently  acted  upon  the  assumption  that  both 
Lamoreaux  and  Seim  had  a  lawful  right  to  sell  such  timber. 
It  appears,  however,  that  neither  had  such  right  a3  against 
the  government;  and,  after  the  same  had  been  cut,  the  gov- 
ernment ofScers  took  possession  of  the  logs.  The  defendant 
arranged  a  settlement  for  the  trespass,  and  paid  the  govern- 
ment at  the  rate  of  $6  per  thousand  feet  for  the  timber  so 
cut.  The  plaintiff  claimed  that  these  were  logs  "  furnished  " 
under  the  clause  in  the  contract  above  quoted,  and  sought  to 
recover  the  full  contract  price  therefor;  but  the  court  very 
properly  allowed  the  defendant  the  sum  paid  by  him  to  the 
government.  Both  parties  had  full  knowledge  of  the  situ- 
ation, and  acted  under  the  mistaken  idea  that  the  parties 
named  had  a  right  to  sell  said  timber.  No  reason  is  per- 
ceived why  the  decision  of  the  trial  court  was  not  an  equi- 
table adjustment  of  the  matter. 
As  to  the  timber  cut  on  the  lands  adjoining  plaintiffs 
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homestead,  known  as  the  McPhee  lands,  the  court  finds  that, 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  contract  in  suit,  defend- 
ant was  negotiating  for  the  purchase  of  the  same,  and  that 
he  then,  and  at  divers  other  times,  "authorized  and  in- 
structed "  the  plaintiff  to  cut  said  timber,  and  that  he  after- 
wards purchased  and  became  the  owner  thereof.  In  his 
conclusions  of  law,  however,  he  allows  the  plaintiff  the  full 
contract  price  for  the  timber  so  cut,  regardless  of  the  ques- 
tion of  stumpage.  He  places  it  on  the  same  foundation  as 
the  timber  cut  from  her  own  lands.  The  facts  found  by  the 
court  are  strenuously  disputed  by  defendant.  There  is,  how- 
ever, evidence  to  support  the  findings;  and  the  evidence 
against  them  is  not  so  overwhelming  that  we  feel  justified 
in  setting  them  aside.  The  court's  conclusion  of  law,  how- 
ever, cannot  stand.  It  works  great  injustice  to  defendant,  in 
that  it  amounts  to  a  donation  of  the  stumpage  to  the  plaint- 
iff. When  it  was  asreed  that  defendant  would  receive  other 
timber  furnished  by  plaintiff,  it  did  not  mean  that  she  could 
trespass  indiscriminately,  and  compel  defendant  to  take  logs 
to  which  she  had  no  title,  and  claim  the  full  contract  price. 
It  seems  very  plain  that  she  could  not  compel  defendant  to 
take  and  pay  for  logs  "  furnished  "  by  her,  unless  they  were 
such  as  she  owned  and  had  a  right  to  sell.  The  court  there- 
fore fell  into  error  when  he  allowed  plaintiff  the  full  con- 
tract price  for  the  timber  cut  on  the  McPhee  lands.  The 
exact  amount  of  these  logs  is  not  separately  found,  but  it  is 
stated  that  the  pine  cut  on  plaintiff's  homestead  and  the 
McPhee  lands  is  163,130  feet,  and  the  hemlock  43,000  feet. 
The  evidence  shows  that  the  pine  timber  cut  on  plaintiff's 
land  was  about  65,000  feet.  It  also  shows  that  the  greater 
part^  if  not  all,  of  the  hemlock  was  cut  on  her  lands.  Assum- 
ing these  facts  to  be  established  as  fully  as  though  an  ex- 
press finding  had  been  made,  what  ought  to  have  been  the 
ruling  of  the  court  upon  the  rights  of  the  parties  under  the 
situation  presented  ?    The  fact  is  undisputed  that  defendant 
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was  negotiating  for  these  lands  at  the  time  the  original  con- 
tract was  made.  The  court  has  found,  upon  suflKcient 
evidence,  that  defendant  ^  authorized  and  instructed  "  the 
plaintiff  to  cut  on  these  lands.  Such  authorization  would 
seem  to  imply  a  promise  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  pay 
plaintiff  for  the  work  she  was  to  do.  The  defendant  having 
secured  and  paid  for  the  stumpage,  a  just  solution  of  the 
controversy  would  be  to  allow  defendant  the  actual  value 
of  this  timber.  By  so  doing,  neither  party  is  allowed  any 
advantage  over  the  other.  Plaintiff  would  thereby  be  paid 
for  the  work  she  had  done,  and  defendant  would  secure  pay 
for  the  stumpage  value  of  the  timber.  Inasmuch  as  the  evi- 
dence furnishes  no  basis  upon  which  to  compute  the  value 
of  such  stumpage,  we  have  thought  best  to  remand  the  case 
to  the  court  below  to  take  proof  as  to  this  one  fact,  on  the 
basis  that  there  was  98,130  feet  of  this  timber.  It  fairly  ap- 
pearing from  the  evidence  that  the  timber  was  not  cut  later 
than  March  1st,  interest  should  be  allowed  on  such  value 
from  that  date  to  April  1st  thereafter.  Judgment  should 
then  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  $1,574.31,  less  this 
amount,  with  interest  from  April  1, 1895. 

By  the  Cov/rt. — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings  in 
accordance  with  this  opinion. 


WiLiJAHS,  Appellant,  vs.  Williams,  Respondent 

January  SI -- February  £1,  2899J 

(1,  8)  Practiee:  Motion  for  new  trial:  J«rae&    (3)  Fraitd:  Evidence. 

1.  A  motion  to  set  aside  a  verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial  should  state  the 
grounds  of  the  motion,  and  the  record  should  show  that  it  was  made 
at  the  same  term  at  which  the  trial  was  had. 
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19L  In  an  aotion  to  recover  moneys  alleged  to  have  been  advanced  by 
plaintiff  for  the  purchase  of  securities  which  were  assigned  to  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiff  acknowledged  that  he  received  the  money 
from  the  defendant's  husband,  since  deceased,  but  claimed  that  it 
was  paid  to  him  by  the  deceased  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt  contracted 
seventeen  years  previously.  Heldf  that  such  claim  might  be  met 
by  proof  of  the  feust  that  plaintiff  had  for  years  been  in  straitened 
circumstances  while  the  deceased  had  ample  means  and  property, 
such  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  claim  was  fraudulent. 

3.  A  plaintiff  who,  at  the  trial,  bases  his  claim  on  facts  different  from 
those  alleged  in  his  complaint,  thereby  opening  the  door  to  an  in- 
quiry respecting  such  facts,  cannot  complain  that  the  issue  so  tried 
was  not  within  the  pleadings. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
county:  E.  W.  Helms,  Judge.    Affirmed. 

The  issues  in  this  action,  as  shown  by  the  pleadings,  may 
be  stated  as  follows:  That  on  October  18, 1894,  acting  for 
the  defendant,  plaintiff  purchased  from  one  John  Thompson 
•certain  notes  and  a  chattel  mortgage  of  the  Ashland  News 
Company  and  others,  and  that  he  paid  therefor,  for  the  de- 
fendant, the  sum  of  $1,517.50;  that  said  mortgage  was  duly 
assigned  to  defendant,  and  that  defendant  had  not  paid 
the  plaintiff  therefor.  The  answer  admits  that  defendant 
became  the  owner  of  said  mortgage,  but  alleges  that  the 
■consideration  therefor  was  paid  by  one  D.  A.  Williams,  de- 
fendant's husband,  and  that,  in  an  action  instituted  by  her 
to  recover  possession  of  the  mortgaged  property,  the  plaintiff 
paid  to  her  the  sum  of  $1,088.34:,  the  balance  due  thereon. 

The  chief  question  litigated  on  the  trial  was  whether  the 
money  paid  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  assignment  of  this  mort- 
gage was  the  money  of  plaintiff,  or  money  of  his  brother, 
D.  A.  Williams,  defendant's  husband.  The  plaintiff  admitted 
that  he  received  the  money  paid  by  him  for  the  mortgage, 
from  his  brother,  but  claimed  that  it  was  paid  to  him  on  a 
debt  his  brother  owed  him,  of  some  seventeen  years'  stand- 
ing.  Considerable  testimony  was  given  as  to  plaintiff's  rela- 
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tions  with  his  brother,  and  as  to  his  financial  standing,  since 
the  incurring  of  such  alleged  indebtedness. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  from  the 
judgment  for  costs  against  him  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Gate^  Samhom^Lcmi- 
oreicx  c&  Pa/rky  and  oral  argument  by  ^.  IT.  Sanborn. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Zamoreux  cfc  Shea^ 
and  oral  argument  by  W.  F.  Shea, 

Babdeen,  J.  The  chief  ground  for  complaint  against  the 
judgment  in  this  action  is  that  the  verdict  was  against  the 
evidence,  and  that  the  real  issue  in  the  case  was  obscured 
by  the  introduction  of  immaterial  and  irrelevant  testimony. 
Unless  it  can  be  said  that  plaintifif  was  prejudiced  by  the 
introduction  of  improper  testimony,  he  has  no  reasonable 
ground  for  complaint.  There  is  ample  evidence  in  the  case 
to  support  the  jury's  conclusion.  The  point  is  made  that 
this  question  is  not  before  us,  as  not  being  raised  by  the 
record.  The  bill  of  exceptions  shows  that  "  plaintiff  moved 
to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial,"  which  mo- 
tion was  denied  and  excepted  to.  No  ground  for  the  mo- 
tion is  stated.  Sec.  2878,  Stats.  1898,  would  seem  to  con- 
template that  the  grounds  of  the  motion  must  be  stated, 
and  that  the  record  should  show  that  it  was  made  at  the 
same  term  at  which  the  trial  is  had.  Without  determining 
whether  an  omission  to  state  the  grounds  upon  which  a  mo- 
tion for  new  trial  is  based  leaves  the  party  without  remedy, 
or  whether  a  failure  of  the  record  to  show  that  the  motion 
was  made  at  the  same  term  at  which  the  trial  is  had  would 
be  fatal,  as  against  the  motion,  we  suggest  that  proper 
practice  demands  that  both  those  facts  should  appear.  In 
view  of  what  was  said  by  this  court  in  Nisbet  v.  GiUy  38 
Wis.  657;  and  Sloteman  v.  Thomas  <&  W.  Mfg,  Co,  69  Wis. 
499,  the  necessity  of  stating  the  grounds  of  such  motion 
would  seem  to  be  manifest. 
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The  main  question  litigated  on  the  trial  was  whether  the 
money  paid  for  the  chattel  mortgage  in  question  was  plaint- 
iflf's  money  or  money  belonging  to  his  brother.  The  plaint- 
iff admitted  that  the  money  paid  for  the  assignment  of  this 
mortgage  was  received  from  his  brother,  defendant's  hus- 
band. His  claim  was  that  his  brother  paid  him  this  money 
on  a  debt  incurred  in  1876  and  the  following  two  years. 
The  fact  being  admitted  that  the  money  paid  for  this  mort- 
gage was  furnished  by  D.  A.  Williams,  and  that  the  assign- 
ment of  the  same  was  to  his  wife,  the  defendant,  it  devolved 
upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  his  title  and  interest.  This  he 
attempted  to  do  by  showing  that  the  money  used  to  pay  for 
this  mortgage  was  paid  to  him  upon  a  debt  over  seventeen 
years  old.  The  fact  that  D.  A.  Williams  was  dead,  the 
venerable  age  of  his  alleged  indebtedness,  the  fact  that 
plaintiff  had  for  years  been  in  straitened  financial  circum- 
stances, while  his  brother  had  ample  money  and  property 
and  might  have  paid  him,  coupled  with  the  circumstances 
surrounding  the  parties  for  some  years  prior  to  this  date, 
gave  rise  to  a  suspicion  that  his  claim  was  fraudulent.  The 
death  of  one  of  the  parties  to  the  transaction  made  it  neces- 
sary for  the  defendant  to  meet  the  plaintiff's  claim  with 
proof  of  his  financial  condition  and  the  circumstances  and 
relations  of  the  brothers  during  the  time  this  debt  was 
claimed  to  be  a  subsisting  obligation.  This  was  the  best 
evidence  possible  under  the  circumstances.  Considered  in 
the  light  of  the  attendant  facts,  the  claim  was  in  itself  sus- 
picious. The  defendant  insisted  that  the  claim  was  fraudu- 
lent. This  court  early  adopted  the  rule  that  in  cases  in- 
volving fraud  a  considerable  latitude  should  be  allowed  in 
the  introduction  of  evidence.  Jones  v.  Zake,  2  Wis.  210. 
And  the  court  will  at  all  times  permit  a  full  and  exhaustive 
examination  of  the  parties  on  all  questions  which  have  a 
bearing  on  the  good  faith  of  the  transaction.  Kalk  v.  Fidd- 
ing,  50  Wis.  339. 
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But  the  plaintiff  claims  that  these  facts  were  beyond  the 
issue  made  by  the  pleadings.  He  alleged  that,  acting  as  the 
agent  of  defendant,  he  advanced  certain  moneys  to  her  use. 
When  he  comes  to  the  proof,  he  denies  the  agency  and  claims 
that  the  transaction  was  his  own,  although  admitting  that 
the  money  paid  came  from  his  brother.  To  recover,  he  was 
compelled  to  show  that  his  money  paid  for  the  mortgage, 
and  in  that  way  he  opened  the  door  to  an  inquiry  as  to  the 
hona  fides  of  his  claim.  The  defendant  has  Just  ground  to 
claim  that  the  issue  tried  was  not  within  the  pleadings,  but 
the  plaintiff,  having  opened  the  door,  is  in  no  position  to 
make  complaint.  We  have  carefully  reviewed  the  testimony 
and  the  objections  thereto  raised  by  the  plaintiff,  and  are 
unable  to  discover  any  reversible  error. 

By  the  Cowrt. — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 
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Little,  Bespondent,  vs.  Town  of  Ibon  Eiveb,  Appellant. 

January  SI  ^February  SI,  1899. 

Highways:  Iniuriesfrom  defect:  Notice:  Evidence:  Instrwstions  to  jury: 

Exceptions. 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  town  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have 

been  caused  by  a  defective  highway,  it  was  error  to  permit  a  wit- 
ness, who  stated  that  he  had  met  with  an  accident  at  the  same 
place  some  little  time  before  plaintiff's  accident,  to  testify  that 
he  had  talked  about  it  in  the  town,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
the  town  boaM  was  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  defect;  but 
when  it  appeared  on  his  cross-examination  that  one  of  the  persons 
with  whom  he  had  talked  was  a  member  of  the  board  the  error 
became  immaterial 

2.  In  such  action  a  statement  in  the  charge  to  the  jury  that  there  was 

no  question,  under  the  evidence,  but  that  there  was  a  depression 
or  hole,  and  an  accumulation  of  bark  near  it,  in  the  highway,  was 
proper  where  the  only  testimony  on  the  subject  was  that  of  five 
witnesses  for  plaintiff  and  one  for  defendant  who  testified  to  the 
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fact  as  stated,  and  that  of  two  witnesses  for  defendant  who  testi- 
fied to  an  accumulation  of  bark  but  did  not  notice  a  hol& 
S.  Exceptions  to  the  refusal  to  g^ve  instructions  requested  must  be 
taken  on  the  trial 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Bayfield 
county:  John  K.  Pabish,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

The  plaintiff  brings  this  action  to  recover  damages  for  an 
injury  claimed  to  have  been  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of 
the  defective  condition  of  a  certain  highway  in  the  defend- 
ant town.  The  trial  of  the  action  resulted  in  a  verdict  for 
plaintiff.  The  defendant  appeals  from  the  judgment  entered 
thereon,  alleging  certain  errors  in  the  reception  and  exclu- 
sion of  evidence  and  in  the  charge  of  the  court. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  T.  B.  WaUh  and 
M.  jE!  Dillon^  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Dillon. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Cate,  Sanborn^ 
Lamareux  dB  Pa/rlCy  and  oral  argument  by  B.  B.  Park. 

Bardeen,  J.  The  only  reasons  urged  why  this  judgment 
should  not  stand  are  that  the  court  admitted  improper  testi- 
mony and  erred  in  the  charge  to  the  jury.  The  only  assign- 
ment of  error  as  to  the  reception  of  evidence,  worthy  of 
special  notice,  arises  upon  this  state  of  facts:  A  witness, 
John  Flak,  was  allowed  to  testify,  without  objection,  that 
he  met  with  an  accident  at  the  place  where  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured, some  little  time  before  plaintiff's  accident.  He  was 
then  asked  this  question,  "  Did  you  tell  anyone  about  it  at 
Iron  Kiver  ?  "  The  objection  was  made  that  it  was  incom- 
petent, irrelevant,  and  immaterial,  unless  he  talked  about  it 
to  the  town  board.  In  ruling  thereon  the  court  used  this 
language :  "  Well,  the  fact  that  he  talked  about  it  generally 
js  a  circumstance  tending  to  show  that  the  board  might  have 
found  it  out."  The  question  was  answered  in  the  afllrma- 
tive.  The  ruling  of  the  court  was  palpable  error,  and  would 
have  required  a  reversal  of  this  judgment,  had  it  not  devel- 
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oped,  on  cross-examination,  that  one  of  the  persons  with 
whom  the  witness  talked  was  a  Mr.  Lund,  one  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  town  board.  Lund  was  not  sworn  as  a  witness, 
and  the  fact  that  the  town  had  notice  of  the  defective  condi- 
tion of  the  highway  does  not  seem  to  have  been  seriously 
controverted  on  the  trial.  True,  the  defendant  denied  the 
existence  of  an  actionable  defect  in  the  highway,  but  what- 
ever its  condition  was  appears  to  have  been  known  to  the 
town  authorities. 

In  the  course  of  his  charge,  the  court  made  use  of  the  fol- 
lowing language:  "  There  is  no  question,  under  the  evidence, 
but  there  was  a  depression  or  hole,  and  an  accumulation  of 
bark  near  it,  in  the  highway."  This  statement  was  made 
while  instructing  the  jury  with  reference  to  a  question  in  the 
special  verdict,  as  to  whether  the  highway  was  maintained 
in  a  reasonably  safe  condition  for  travel.  An  examination 
of  the  testimony  reveals  the  fact  that  the  court  was  amply 
justified  in  the  statement.  Five  witnesses  for  plaintiff  and 
one  for  defendant  testify  to  the  existence  of  the  hole  or 
depression  and  of  an  accumulation  of  bark  at  the  point  in 
controversy.  Two  witnesses  for  defendant  testify  to  the  ac- 
cumulation of  bark  at  that  place,  but  did  not  notice  a  hole. 
This  is  all  the  testimony  on  this  subject,  and  it  can  hardly 
be  said  to  raise  an  issue  as  to  the  existence  of  a  hole  or  de- 
pression at  the  place  of  the  accident.  The  court  left  it  to 
the  jury  to  determine  whether  the  condition  testified  to  ren- 
dered the  highway  unsafe  and  defective.  Upon  this  issue 
the  verdict  was  against  the  town,  and  cannot  be  questioned 
on  this  appeal. 

Exceptions  were  taken  to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  give 
certain  instructions  requested  by  the  defendant,  but  the  rec- 
ord shows  that  such  exceptions  were  not  taken  on  the  trial, 
but  were  filed  after  the  trial,  when  exceptions  were  filed  to 
the  charge.  The  exceptions  were  too  late.  It  has  long  been 
the  rule  that  exceptions  to  the  refusal  to  charge  must  be 
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taken  on  the  trial,  and  usually  before  the  jury  retires.  Fir- 
meis  V.  StcUe^  61  "Wis.  140;  Adams  v.  McKay ^  63  "Wis.  404; 
Stackey  v.  Fritaohe^  17  Wis.  329;  Thrasher  v.  Postd,  79  Wis. 
503. 

By  the  (hwrt. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


Fhitj.tfs  and  another,  Bespondents,  vs.  Hyland  and  others, 

Appellants. 

January  31 — February  jfi,  1899. 
Eoceeutian  sale  of  land:  Inadequacy  of  price:  Indexing. 

1  Mere  inadequacy  of  price  paid  at  an  execution  sale  of  land  will  not 
justify  the  setting  aside  of  the  sale,  especially  as  against  bona  fide 
purchasers  from  the  purchaser  at  such  sale. 

2.  Failure  of  the  register  of  deeds  to  index  a  certificate  of  the  sale  of 
land  on  execution,  as  required  by  sea  761,  R.  S.  1878^  does  not  in- 
validate the  saieb 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Bayfield 
county:  John  K.  Fabish,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Tamhms  <&  Mer- 
riUy  and  oral  argument  by  Geo.  F.  MerriU. 

A.  R.  Mead^  for  the  respondents. 

Babdebk,  J.  This  action  is  brought  to  quiet  the  title  to 
certain  lands  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs.  The  facts  devel- 
oped on  the  trial  may  be  stated  as  follows:  On  August  25, 
1890,  one  Leonard  Seidelman  became  the  owner  of  the  land 
in  question,  securing  title  from  the  government.  On  May 
5, 1892,  one  Yeit  Kohout  docketed  a  judgment  against  Seid- 
elman, in  Douglas  county,  for  the  sum  of  $57.31.  A  tran- 
script of  said  judgment  was  docketed  in  Bayfield  county  on 
May  10,  1892 ;  an  execution  was  issued ;  the  land  in  ques- 
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tion  was  levied  upon  and  sold  thereunder  to  Kohout  on 
July  11, 1892,  for  $89.56.  A  certificate  of  such  sale  was  de- 
livered to  the  purchaser,  and  a  duplicate  thereof  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  register  of  deeds  of  Bayfield  county  on  July 
22,  1892.  The  lands /remaining  unredeemed,  a  deed  was 
duly  made  to  the  purchaser  on  February  27, 1894,  and  re- 
corded the  same  day.  On  December  10, 1894,  Kohout  and 
wife,  by  warranty  deed,  conveyed  said  land  to  plaintiffs, 
the  consideration  being  $225.  On  May  16, 1893,  Seidelman 
and  wife  conveyed  said  land  to  George  Hyland,  defendants' 
testator,  who  took  title,  without  knowledge  of  the  execu- 
tion sale. 

The  defense  tendered  by  the  defendants  was  that  the  sale 
to  plaintiffs'  grantor  was  at  a  grossly  inadequate  price;  that 
the  certificate  of  sale  upon  which  his  deed  was  founded  was 
never  indexed,  as  required  by  sec.  761,  R.  S.  1878;  that 
plaintiffs  took  their  deed  after  the  land  had  been  purchased 
by  Hyland,  and  were  chargeable  with  notice  of  his  interest 
in  the  land.  The  defendants  offered  to  pay  the  amount  of 
the  judgment  upon  which  the  execution  sale  was  made,  with 
subsequent  costs.  The  court's  findings  were  in  favor  of 
plaintiffs,  and  the  defendants  seek  to  reverse  the  judgment 
entered  pursuant  thereto,  on  the  ground,  principally,  that 
the  plaintiffs'  title  is  without  equity.  The  argument  is  that 
the  land  was  worth  $600  at  the  time  of  the  execution  sale^ 
and  was  bid  off  for  about  $90,  and  hence  plaintiffs  ought 
not  to  be  permitted  to  enforce  their  title. 

The  only  ground  upon  which  this  relief  is  sought  is  the 
alleged  inadequacy  of  the  price  bid  at  the  sale.  No  circum- 
stance is  alleged  that  impeaches  the  good  faith  of  the  sale. 
It  was  conducted  in  all  things  in  accordance  with  legal  re- 
quirements,—  an  open  sale  at  auction,  after  due  advertise- 
ment. There  is  no  pretense  that  the  judgment  debtor  was 
prevented  or  hindered  in  any  way  from  protecting  his  inter- 
ests.   He  allowed  the  year  to  elapse  within  which  he  might 
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have  redeemed  or  have  attacked  the  sale.  The  land  having 
been  conveyed  to  honajide  purchasers  for  value,  considera- 
tions of  equity  which  might  have  been  raised  in  the  origi- 
nal action  cannot  be  urged  against  them.  Mere  inadequacy 
of  price  has  rarely  been  held  suflBcient  in  itself  to  justify 
setting  aside  a  judicial  sale.  Schroeder  v.  Young^  161  U.  S. 
334;  Parker  v.  Olenn^  72  Ga.  637;  Central  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Creedy 
70  Cal.  497.  It  is  only  in  cases  where  there  has  been  some 
irregularity  in  the  sale,  prejudicial  to  the  owner,  some  col- 
lusion or  undue  advantage  or  unfairness,  or  some  circum- 
stance indicating  fraud  or  the  like,  coupled  with  the  alleged 
inadequacy  of  price,  that  courts  of  equity  will  intervene ; 
and  then  never  to  the  prejudice  of  innocent  purchasers. 
There  being  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  impugn  the  good 
faith  of  plaintiffs,  their  title,  if  otherwise  gocki,  cannot  be 
attacked  on  the  ground  alone  that  their  grantor  bid  an  in- 
adequate price  at  the  sale  under  which  he  took  title. 

The  referee  found  that  the  certificate  of  sale  which  was 
filed  with  the  register  of  deeds  had  never  been  entered  in 
any  index  in  his  office,  as  required  by  sec.  761,  E.  S.  1878. 
Counsel  for  defendants  admitted  on  the  argument  that,  in  so 
far  as  his  clients'  rights  were  concerned  in  this  litigation,  it 
was  not  necessary  to  discuss  whether  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  were  mandatory  or  directory,  and  that  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  action  he  would  admit  that  they  were  direct- 
ory. Sec.  3000  requires  the  officer  making  an  execution 
sale  to  make  out  duplicate  certificates  of  sale,  one  to  be  de- 
livered to  the  purchaser,  and  the  other  to  be  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  register  of  deeds.  When  this  is  done,  the  duty 
of  the  purchaser  at  the  sale  is  complete.  The  statute  (sec. 
761)  imposes  the  duty  upon  the  register  to  make  the  proper 
index.  The  validity  of  the  sale  is  in  no  way  made  dependent 
upon  the  proper  indexing  of  the  papers  filed.  A  failure  so  to 
do  might  be  an  act  of  misprision  for  which  the  officer  would 
be  liable  to  a  searcher  of  the  records  who  might  be  misled  to 
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his  injury.  "Wade,  Notice,  §  165.  The  statute  in  relation 
to  the  filing  and  indexing  of  chattel  mortgages  is  very 
similar.  Under  it  this  court  held  that  its  provisions  were 
directory  only,  and  that  the  failure  of  the  officer  to  make 
the  proper  entries  did  not  invalidate  the  mortgage.  Smith 
V.  Wdggoner^  50  Wis.  155.  The  doctrine  seems  reasonable 
that  the  neglect  of  clerical  duties  should  not  be  chargeable 
to  the  purchaser  at  the  execution  sale,  who,  in  filing  his  cer- 
tificate of  sale,  does  so  in  obedience  to  the  mandate  of  the 
law.  Wade,  Notice,  §  170.  If  the  statute  made  the  index- 
ing of  the  certificate  constructive  notice  to  subsequent  pur- 
chasers of  the  land,  a  different  question  might  arise.  The 
existence  of  a  judgment  docket  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the 
<;ourt  would  seem  to  be  all  that  would  be  necessary  to  carry 
knowledge  to  the  searcher  of  the  records. 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af: 
firmed. 


Shall^  Respondent,  vs.  Town  op  Pbenttce,  Appellant. 

J5§5  ^  January  SI — February  21, 1S99, 

(1)  Brference:  Exceptions:  Appeal  (2-6)  Injury  from  defective  sidewalk: 
Notice:  MailiTig:  Evidence:  Contributory  negligence, 

"L  Objections  taken  before  a  referee  must  be  renewed  before  the  oourt 
on  the  motion  to  confirm  or  to  modify  or  set  aside  the  report,  and 
the  rulings  of  the  court  thereon  must  be  preserved  in  the  biU  of 
exceptions;  otherwise  the  rulings  of  the  referee  cannot  be  reviewed 
by  the  supreme  court  on  appeal 

2.  Proof  of  the  mailing  of  a  written  notice  in  time  to  reach  the  person 
addressed  in  the  regular  course  of  the  mail,  prima  fade  establishes 
the  fact  that  it  was  so  received. 

8.  The  notice  of  injury  from  defects  in  a  highway,  required  by  sec.  1830, 
R  S.  1878;  need  not  be  personal  notice.  A  notice  maUed  to  and  re- 
ceived by  the  proper  officer  is  sufficient. 

4.  In  an  action  for  injuries  sustained  by  faUing  on  a  sidewalk  alleged 
to  have  been  rendered  uneven  and  unsafe  by  accumulations  of  ice 
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and  snow,  it  was  not  sufficient  for  plaintiff  to  show  such  condition 
of  the  walk  and  that  while  proceeding  with  care  he  fell  thereon 
and  was  hurt,  but  he  should  also  show  that  the  accident  was  the 
result  of  the  defects  alleged,  especially  where  it  api)eared  that  the 
whole  surface  of  the  country  was  slippery  and  icy. 
5.  To  run  over  a  rough,  uneven  sidewalk  which  has  been  rendered  slip- 
pery by  ice  and  sleet,  with  knowledge  of  such  conditions,  consti- 
tutes contributory  negligence. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Price 
county:  E.  B.  Bundy,  Judge,    Revered. 

Action  for  injury  on  a  defective  sidewalk.  The  complaint 
alleged  the  defect  as  follows:  ^^That  said  walk  had  become 
uneven  from  use,  by  the  snow  having  sunk  lower  in  some 
places  than  in  others  by  incessant  travel  thereon,  and  the 
show  and  ice  had  been  allowed  to  accumulate  on  said  walk, 
to  become  so  rough  and  uneven,  thereby  making  it  danger- 
ous and  unsafe  to  travel  thereon."  The  plaintiff  fell  and 
broke  his  leg.  while  passing  over  this  walk  from  the  hotel 
to  the  depot,  in  the  village  of  Prentice.  The  complaint 
further  alleged  the  giving  of  notice,  the  filing  of  a  claim, 
and  the  refusal  of  the  town  to  act  on  the  same.  The  an- 
swer admits  the  filing  of  a  claim  on  March  25, 1893,  but 
alleges  that  no  notice  as  required  by  sec.  1339,  R  S.  1878, 
was  served  on  the  town  officials  until  May  11, 1893,  after 
the  town  meeting  had  been  held.  The  answer  further  al- 
leged that  the  slipperiness  of  said  walk  was  occasioned  by 
the  elements,  for  which  defendant  was  not  liable,  and  that 
plaintiff's  accident  was  caused  by  his  own  want  of  care  and 
prudence  in  passing  over  said  walk. 

By  consent,  the  case  was  referred  to  a  referee  to  hear,  try, 
and  determine.  On  the  day  appointed  for  the  hearing,  the 
referee  not  appearing,  the  testimony  was  taken  by  stipula- 
tion before  a  notary  public.  Sundry  adjournments  were 
taken  by  the  notary  for  his  own  convenience.  At  the  time 
the  last  adjournment  was  taken  the  plaintiff  was  on  the 
stand,  and  had  completed  his  direct  testimony  in  rebuttal. 
Vol.  103—17 
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At  the  adjourned  day  he  failed  to  appear.  The  testimony 
was  finally  submitted  to  the  referee.  At  that  time  defend- 
ant moved  to  strike  out  plaintiffs  testimony  in  rebuttal,  be- 
cause he  had  not  appeared  for  cross-examination.  The 
referee  failed  or  recused  to  rule  on  said  motion. 

After  holding  the  case  under  advisement  for  some  time, 
the  referee  made  findings  for  the  plaintiff.  Among  other 
things,  he  found  that  plaintiff  was  injured  as  alleged  in  the 
complaint,  without  negligence  or  fault  on  his  part;  that  the 
sidewalk,  when  he  was  injured,  was  unsafe  for  foot  travel, 
"  and  that  the  same  was  rough,  ridged,  and  uneven  by  use, 
and  rounded  up,  and  highest  In  the  center,  and  sloping  to- 
wards the  outer  edges  of  the  walk,  having  an  uneven,  frozen, 
icy,  and  slippery  surface,*'  of  which  condition  the  town  had 
due  notice.  He  also  found  that  notice  of  the  accident  was 
given  to  defendant's  officers  on  March  25, 1893,  and  that  the 
allegations  of  the  answers  were  unproved.  Plaintiff's  dam- 
ages were  fixed  at  $1,500. 

Exceptions  were  seasonably  taken  to  the  referee's  find- 
ings. The' report  was  submitted  to  the  court,  and  con- 
firmed, to  which  order  defendant  excepted,  but  the  record 
fails  to  show  that  the  defendant  renewed  the  objections 
made  before  the  referee  when  the  case  was  submitted  to  the 
court.  Judgment  having  been  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  takes  this  appeal. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  M.  JBa/rry^  attor- 
ney, and  CaUj  Scmbom,  Lamoreua  <&  Pwrk^  of  counsel^  and 
oral  argument  by  J..  W.  Sanborn  and  Mr.  Barry. 

John  B.  Hagariy^  for  the  respondent. 

Baiu)bek,  J.  Many  exceptions  taken  to  the  reception  of 
evidence  are  assigned  as  error,  and  argued  by  counsel  for 
defendant.  They  especially  ask  a  ruling  upon  the  failure 
or  refusal  of  the  referee  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  appear 
for  cross^xamination,  or  to  strike  out  his  testimony  given 
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on  rebuttal.  The  condition  of  the  record  renders  us  power- 
less to  pass  on  these  questions.  It  has  long  been  the  ruling 
of  this  court  that  objections  taken  before  the  referee  must 
be  renewed  before  the  court  on  the  motion  to  confirm  or  to 
modify  or  set  aside  the  report,  and  the  rulings  of  the  court 
thereon  preserved  in  the  bill  of  exceptions.  In  no  other 
way  can  the  rulings  of  the  referee  be  reviewed  by  this  court. 
OHha/nk  V.  Stephenson^  30  Wis.  155 ;  McDonnelZ  v.  Sohricker, 
44  "Wis.  327.  When  exceptions  are  duly  taken  to  the  ref- 
eree's findings,  as  provided  in  sec.  2871,  Stats.  1898,  and  are 
preserved  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  this  court  will  review 
the  case,  except  that  it  will  not  consider  errors  committed 
by  the  referee  in  the  course  of  the  trial,  unless  preserved 
and  presented  in  the  manner  before  suggested. 

The  referee  found  that  due  notice  of  plaintiflf's  accident 
was  given  the  chairman  of  defendant  on  March  25, 1893. 
This  finding  is  based  upon  the  fact  that  plaintiffs  attorney, 
on  March  24, 1893,  sent  a  copy  of  such  notice  through  the 
mail  to  Mr.  Gallett,  one  of  defendant's  supervisors.  The 
proof  also  shows  that  personal  service  was  had  of  the  notice 
on  May  11, 1893,  upon  which  Mr.  Gallett  admitted  service. 
There  is  no  proof  that  thQ  copy  of  the  notice  sent  by  mail 
to  Mr.  Gallett  was  not  received  by  him,  except  such  as  may 
be  inferred  from  the  following  statement  from  his  testi- 
mony. His  attention  was  being  directed  to  the  notice  upon 
which  he  had  admitted  service.  He  says :  "  I  suppose  that 
service  was  made  on  me  at  the  time  then  stated.  There  was 
only  one  such  service  had  on  me  of  such  notice."  Counsel 
for  defendant  construe  this  to  mean  that  the  notice  sent  him 
by  mail  was  never  received.  We  cannot  agree  with  this 
construction  of  the  testimony.  At  no  time  had  his  atten- 
tion been  directed  to  the  alleged  service  by  mail.  He  was 
speaking  only  of  the  service  admitted  to  have  been  made  on 
May  11th,  and  then  he  says,  "  There  was  only  one  sicch  serv- 
ice had  on  me  of  such  notice."    The  use  of  the  words  "  such 
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service  "  must  be  held  to  refer  to  the  service  concerning  which 
he  was  being  interrogated.  There  can  be  no  question  that  a 
proper  notice  was  sent  through  the  mail  in  ample  time  for 
the  witness  to  have  received  it  on  the  date  found  by  the 
court.  Proof  of  the  mailing  of  a  letter  in  time  to  reach  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  addressed  in  the  regular  course  of 
the  msHs  J  prima  fade  establishes  the  fact  that  it  was  so  re- 
ceived.   MoDermoU  v.  Jadkaon^  97  Wis.  64;  Jones,  Ev.  §  46. 

It  is  argued,  however,  that  the  service  of  such  notice  must 
\}^peT8(mal^  and  that  nothing  short  of  that  will  answer  the 
purpose  of  the  statute.  The  language  of  the  statute  is :  "  No 
such  action  shall  be  maintained  against  any  •  .  •  town 
.  .  .  unless  .  .  ,,  notice  in  writing,  signed  by  the 
party,  his  agent,  or  attorney,  shall  be  given  to  ...  a 
supervisor  of  the  town  ,  •  .  against  which  damages  are 
claimed.''  [R.  S.  1878,  sec.  1339.]  No  consideration  of  pub- 
lic policy  of  which  we  are  aware  requires  that  we  should 
hold  that  such  service  should  be  personal.  Undoubtedly,  it 
must  du^^^^v  priTTUi facie  that  such  notice  has  been  received 
by  the  proper  officer,  or  no  recovery  can  be  had.  Such  facts 
appearing  in  this  case,  the  finding  of  the  referee  cannot  be 
disturbed. 

Another  question  is  raised  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evi- 
dence to  support  the  finding  that  plaintiflPs  accident  was  the 
direct  result  of  the  defective  conditions  alleged.  Admitting, 
for  the  purposes  of  the  argument,  that  an  actionable  defect 
in  the  Avalk  was  shown,  still  we  are  convinced  that  there  is 
no  evidence  in  the  record  to  support  the  conclusion  that  the 
accident  occurred  by  reason  thereof.  The  evidence  is  en- 
tirely silent  as  to  how  the  accident  occurred.  The  plaintiff 
says  that  he  was  very  careful,  picking  his  way  along,  and 
fell  and  broke  his  leg.  Whether  he  slipped  on  a  ridge  or 
stepped  in  a  depression  he  does  not  say.  The  evidence  is 
that  the  whole  surface  of  the  country  was  slippery  and  icy. 
It  had  been  raining  and  freezing,  so  that  it  was  generally 
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slippery.  With  such  attendant  conditions,  it  was  all  the 
more  necessary  that  plaintiff  should  show  that  his  accident 
was  the  result  of  the  defects  of  which  he  complained.  This 
question  has  been  so  recently  discussed  and  so  fully  covered 
by  Mr.  Justice  "Marshall  in  the  case  of  Hyer  v.  JcmesviUey 
101  Wis.  371,  that  nothing  further  need  be  said. 

The  finding  upon  plaintiff's  negligence  is  clearly  against 
the  weight  of  the  evidence.  True,  he  says  he  was  walking 
carefully,  picking  his  way.  He  further  says  that  he  noticed 
the  bad  condition  of  the  walk,  and  saw  that  it  was  rough, 
uneven,  and  in  dangerous  condition.  Four  witnesses  for 
defendant  say  that  he  started  for  the  depot  on  the  run,  and 
fell  while  running.  If  their  testimony  is  to  be  believed, — 
and  there  is  nothing  suggested  to  impeach  it, — the  facts  of 
plaintiff's  negligence  would  seem  to  be  pretty  clearly  estab- 
lished. Knowing,  as  he  said  he  did,  that  the  walk  was 
rough  and  uneven,  and  that  the  ground  was  slippery  with 
ice  and  sleet,  to  start  on  the  run  over  this  walk  indicates  a 
degree  of  indifference  and  carelessness  bordering  on  reck- 
lessness. If  the  weight  of  the  testimony  is  to  be  considered, 
the  court's  conclusions  were  certainly  wrong. 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  is  remanded  with  directions  to  enter 
judgment  for  the  defendant. 


MoNoLiT,  Eespondent,  vs.  Boabd  of  School  DiBEcroRS  of  'iflB~»i 

THE  Town  of  Moese,  Appellant.  fiod477 

Janwkvy  31 — February  21, 1899. 

Public  schools:  Employment  of  teacher:  Contract 

Under  sao.  528*  R.  S.  1878  (providing  for  an  executive  committee  of 
town  Doardh  of  school  directors,  to  consist  of  the  president,  vice 
president,  and  secretary),  and  sea  529,  as  amended  by  ch.  297,  Laws 
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of  1887  (providing  that  such  committee  shall  employ  such  teachers 
as  they  deem  necessary;  that  each  contract  shall  be  in  writing, 
shall  be  signed  by  the  teacher  and  by  the  president  and  secretary, 
and  when  completed  shall  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  town  board 
of  school  directors)^  a  contract  signed  by  said  president  and  secre- 
tary individually,  without  authority  duly  given  by  the  executive 
committee^  is  not  binding  on  the  distziotb 


Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
county:  John  K.  Pabish,  Circuit  Judge.    Eeversed. 

This  ?s  an  action  against  the  school  district  by  a  school 
teacher  to  recover  for  five  months'  wages.  The  facts  appear- 
ing upon  the  trial  were  that  the  plaintiff  taught  the  defend- 
ant's school  from  September  1  to  November  25, 1896,  under 
a  written  contract,  and  was  paid  therefor.  Just  prior  to  the 
expiration  of  this  term  of  service,  the  plaintiff  claims  that 
he  had  a  talk  with  the  secretary  of  the  school  board,  and 
that  the  secretary  promised  that  he  should  teach  six  months 
more  if  his  teaching  was  satisfactory,  and  that  after  this  talk 
the  secretary  made  out  a  written  contract  for  said  six  months, 
and  that  he  saw  said  contract  in  the  possession  of  the  secre- 
tary, signed  by  the  president  and  secretary,  but  that  it  was 
never  delivered  to  him,  and  he  never  signed  it.  The  presi- 
dent of  the  board  denies  signing  any  such  contract,  and  the 
fact  appears  without  dispute  that  1;he  executive  committee 
never  considered  the  question  as  to  the  additional  six  months' 
service,  and  never  ordered  the  making  of  any  contract  there- 
for. The  plaintiff  taught  for  one  month  after  the  expira- 
tion of  his  written  contract,  namely,  up  to  the  21st  of 
December,  and  was  paid  for  that  month,  and  a  few  days 
afterwards  was  discharged,  and  he  brings  this  action  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  refusal  to  allow  him  to  teach  during 
the  remaining  five  months.  A  motion  for  nonsuit  was  over- 
ruled, and  a  motion  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  was 
denied,  and  exceptions  duly  taken  to  the  rulings.  A  special 
verdict  was  rendered  favorable  to  the  plaintiff,  which  is  not 
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necessary  to  be  set  forth  in  detail,  and  judgment  rendered 
thereon  for  the  plaintiff  for  $216.50,  from  which  the  defend- 
ant appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Cais^  Scmbom, 
Lamorevx  <&  Park,  and  oral  argument  by  JB.  B.  Park. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Tonihina  <&  Mer- 
riUj  and  oral  argument  by  Geo.  P.  Merrill.  They  argued, 
inter  aUa^  that  if  the  contract  was  not  properly  executed, 
yet  the  board  had  ratified  it  by  jwiying  one  month's  salary 
and  were  estopped  from  denying  it.  AtJiewni  v.  Ind.  Diet 
33  Iowa,  105;  Cook  v.  Ind.  Soh.  Diet.  40  Iowa,  444. 

WiNSLow,  J.  A  verdict  for  the  defendant  in  this  case 
should  have  been  directed,  because  there  was  no  legal  con- 
tract between  the  parties  after^the  expiration  of  the  first 
three  months  of  service.  This  school  was  operated  under 
the  township  system,  and  the  employment  of  teachers  was 
in  the  hands  of  the  executive  committee,  composed  of  the 
president,  vice-president,  and  secretary  of  the  town  board 
of  school  directors.  R.  S.  1878,  sec.  528.  The  manner  in 
which  a  teacher's  contract  must  be  made  is  contained  in 
sec.  529,  as  amended  by  Laws  of  1887,  ch.  297,  as  follows: 
"  The  executive  committee  shall  employ  so  many  qualified 
teachers  as  they  shall  deem  necessary  to  give  instruction  in 
all  the  schools  upder  the  charge  of  the  board.  Each  con- 
tract shall  be  in  writing;  shall  be  signed  by  the  teacher 
and  by  the  president  and  secretary;  shall  specify  the  wages 
per  week,  month  or  year  agreed  upon  by  the  parties,  and 
when  completed  shall  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  secretary 
of  the  town  board  of  school  directors,  with  a  copy  of  the 
teacher's  certificate  attached  thereto."  • 

It  is  familiar  law  that  when  a  board  of  public  officers  is 
about  to  perform  an  act  requiring  the  exercise  of  discretion 
and  judgment  the  members  must  all  meet  and  confer  to- 
gether, or  must  all  be  properly  notified  of  such  meeting,  in 
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order  to  make  the  action  binding.  Individual  and  independ- 
ent action,  even  by  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  board, 
will  not  suffice*  Ma/riMi  v.  Lemon^  26  Conn.  192;  School 
Dist  V.  Baier,  98  Wis.  22.  In  the  present  case,  even  con- 
ceding that  the  president  and  secretary  of  the  town  board 
of  s.chool  directors  individually  signed  a  contract  for  the 
teaching  of  the  school  by  the  plaintiff  for  another  six  months, 
still  no  binding  contract  was  made,  because  the  executive 
committee  never  authorized  such  a  contract,  and  the  action 
of  two  of  the  three  members  of  the  committee  would  not  be 
sufficient.  This  consideration  seems  to  dispose  of  the  entire 
case.  There  was  never  a  contract  made,  except  the  three- 
months  contract.  The  powers  of  school-district  officers  are 
limited,  and  can  only  be  exercised  as  the  statute  provides, 
and  the  plaintiff  is  legally  charged  with  notice  of  the  extent 
of  such  powers  and  the  manner  in  which  they  must  be  ex- 
ercised. 

By  the  Court. —  Judgment  reversed,  and  action  remanded 
for  a  new  trial.- 


Olson,  Appellant,  vs.  Doheett  Ltthbeb  CoMPAiinr,  Eespond- 

ent. 

February  1— February  £1, 1899. 

Master  and  servant:  Injury  from  defective  appliances:  Proximate  cause: 

Assumption  of  risk. 

1  While  attempting  to  remove,  with  the  aid  of  an  iron  hook,  a  block* 
ade  of  timbers  and  slabs  upon  a  roller  bench  in  a  sawmill,  a  slab 
sawyer  was  injured  through  the  slipping  of  his  hook  fix)m  a  tim* 
ber,  causing  him  to  step  back  so  us  to  come  in  contact  with  the 
Blab  saw.  The  blockade  was  caused  by  a  short  slab — too  short  to 
be  carried  over  the  rollers  —  upon  which  other  timbers  lodged* 
The  employer  had  promised  to  put  two  additional  live  rollers  in 
the  bench,  which  would  have  moved  the  timbers  further  along  the 
bench,  but  would  not  have  prevented  a  blockade  such  as  that  in 
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question.  Held,  that  the  failure  to  furnish  such  additional  rollers, 
not  being  the  producing  cause  of  the  blockade,  did  not  render  the 
employer  liable  for  the  injuries. 
2.  The  hook  with  which  the  plaintiff  was  attempting  to  remove  the 
timbers  being  a  simple  contrivance,  easily  comprehended,  as  to  all 
the  dangers  of  its  use,  by  any  person  of  ordinary  intelligence,  and 
being  entirely  in  plaintiff's  care,  he  assumed  the  risk,  if  any,  aris- 
ing from  the  fact  that  its  end  was  straight  instead  of  curved  and 
was  not  sharp. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
county:  John  K.  Parish,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

Action  to  recover  for  personal  injuries.  The  allegations 
of  the  complaint  cover  facts  which  were  established  on  the 
trial,  or  which  there  was  evidence  tending  to  prove,  as  fol- 
lows : 

'  Plaintiff  was  injured  while  in  the  employ  of  defendant  as 
a  slab  sawyer  in  a  sawmill.  There  was  a  roller  bench  fifty- 
six  feet  long,  three  and  one-half  feet  wide,  and  three  feet 
high,  so  located,  for  part  of  its  length,  by  the  side  of  the 
carriage  track  of  a  band  saw  used  in  manufacturing  loga 
that  the  manufactured  material  would  readily  pass  as  fast 
as  severed  from  the  log  to  such  bench  and  be  conveyed 
away  on  rollers  to  points  where  it  was  taken  from  the  bench 
according  to  its  kind,  the  lumber  being  taken  off  nearest 
the  saw,  the  edging  going  to  near  the  end  of  the  bench,  and 
being  there  taken  oflf  on  one  side  into  what  was  called  a 
"  slasher,"  the  slabs  to  about  the  same  point  where  they 
were  taken  off  on  the  other  side  onto  a  slab  bench  and  cut 
into  four-foot  lengths,  and  square  timber  going  to  the  end 
of  the  bench  where  it  was  taken  oflf  by  a  person  located 
there,  ordinarily,  for  that  purpose.  Seven  live  rollers  were 
located  crosswise  of  the  roller  bench  about  four  feet  apart, 
commencing  at  the  end  nearer  the  saw,  and  there  were  simi- 
lar rollers,  except  they  were  not  live,  all  the  way  to  the  outer 
end  of  the  bench.  The  slab  bench  was  at  the  side  of  the 
roller  bench,  and  about  half  the  length  of  it,  commencing 
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at  the  outer  end.  Nearest  the  band  saw  the  surface  of  the 
slab  bench  and  roller  bench  about  coincided,  but  the  former 
inclined  towards  the  slab  saw,  which  was  about  six  feet 
from  the  outer  end  of  the  bench,  so  that  when  the  saw  was 
reached  the  surface  of  the  slab  bench  was  about  one  foot 
lower  than  that,  of  the  roller  bench.  There  were  dead 
rollers  in  the  surface  of  the  slab  bench,  similar  to  those  in 
the  roUer  bench,  so  that  slabs  would  pass  easily  down  the 
incline  towards  the  slab  saw. 

As  stated,  the  slab  saw  was  about  six  feet  from  the  outer 
end  of  the  slab  bench.  It  operated  at  right  angles  with  such 
bench,  there  being  a  slit  crosswise  of  the  surface,  six  or  seven 
inches  wide,  back  of  which  a  movable  saw  frame  was  located 
and  adjusted  so  as  to  be  nearly  or  wholly  back  of  the  slab 
bench  and  under  the  roller  bench  when  the  saw  was  running 
idle,  but  could  he  moved  forward  wholly  into  the  slit  in 
the  slab  bench  as  necessary  in  sawing  up  slabs.  There  was 
an  iron  handle  attached  to  the  saw  frame,  extending  about 
six  inches  above  and  over  the  slab  bench  when  the  saw  was 
swung  back  under  the  roller  bench.  Though  the  saw  was 
designed  to  go  back  entirely  clear  of  the  slab  bench  when 
running  idle,  there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that,  at 
times  at  least,  it  did  not  go  wholly  back.  There  was  noth- 
ing about  the  location  of  the  saw  or  its  surroundings  that 
made  the  work  of  the  slab  sawyer  unusually  dangerous  when 
he  was  operating  it^  In  such  work,  the  sawyer  stood  by 
the  side  of  the  bench  in  a  boxed  depression  in  the  surface  of 
the  floor  so  that  his  feet  were  several  inches  below  such  sur- 
face. When  a  slab  was  in  place  over  the  slit,  the  sawyer, 
by  taking  hold  of  the  handle  mentioned,  would  pull  the  saw 
forward  till  it  engaged  and  cut  the  slab  in  two.  Then,  by 
slightly  pushing  back  on  the  handle,  the  saw  would  recede 
to  its  place  under  the  roller  bench. 

Plaintiff  had  an  assistant  and  each  was  furnished  with  an 
iron  tool  about  sixteen  inches  long  with  a  hook  end  about 
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two  inches  long,  pointed,  and  bent  at  about  right  angles 
with  the  handle.  The  hooks  were  used  for  pulling  the  slabs 
from  the  roller  bench  to  the  slab  bench,  and  generally  to 
facilitate  movino:  slabs  and  other  material  that  came  down 
the  roller  bench.  Sometimes  short  slabs  were  liable  to  get 
into  such  positions  on  the  roller  bench  as  to  allow  timbers  to 
run  upon  them  and  cause  a  blockade,  and  in  that  situation 
plaintiff  and  his  assistant  were  obliged  to  go  upon  the  slab 
bench,  pick  out  the  slabs,  and  straighten  the  timbers,  and 
push  them  along  to  the  end  of  the  roller  bench.  When  tim- 
bers came  down  they  would  stop  as  soon  as  clear  of  the  live 
rollers.  In  that  situation  it  was  necessary  for  plaintiff  and 
his  assistant,  one  or  both  of  them,  to  go  upon  the  slab  bench 
and  move  the  timbers  along  by  using  the  hooks.  Two  addi- 
tional live  rollers  would  have  lessened,  or  obviated  entirely, 
the  necessity  for  going  upon  the  slab  bench  to  do  that  kind 
of  work  under  the  circumstances  mentioned. 

About  five  days  before  the  injury,  plaintiff  complained  to 
defendant  of  the  dangers  attending  his  work  because  of  the 
necessity  of  going  upon  the  slab  bench  as  indicated,  and  de- 
fendant promised  to  remedy  the  difficulty  by  obtaining  a 
proper  sprocket  chain  so  as  to  operate  two  additional  live 
rollers.  Within  a  reasonable  time  after  such  promise  was 
made,  the  injury  occurred,  and  in  this  wise :  A  short  slab 
was  placed  on  the  roller  bench, —  too  short  to  go  over  the 
rolls.  A  timber  lodged  on  the  slab,  a  second  timber  came 
down  and  lodged  on  that  timber,  and  a  third,  coming  partly 
crosswise  of  the  bench,  lodged  on  the  two  other  timbers, 
forming  a  complete  blockade.  There  were  slabs  under  both 
of  the  first  timbers  mentioned,  and  slabs  behind  the  timbers. 
The  first  timber  was  down  to  within  about  four  feet  of  the 
slab  saw  and  about  eight  feet  clear  of  the  live  rollers,  it  hav- 
ing been  shoved  to  that  point  by  timbers  or  material  be- 
hind it.  Plaintiff  and  his  assistant  went  upon  the  slab  bench 
to  clear  the  blockade.    Plaintiff  struck  his  hook  into  one  of 
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the  timbers  and  pulled  as  hard  as  he  could,  stepping  back- 
ward at  the  same  time  towards  the  slab  saw.  At  the  second 
step  his  hook  let  go  of  the  timber,  causing  him  c[uickly  to 
take  a  third  step,  when  his  foot  and  limb  went  down  into 
the  slit  in  front  of  the  slab  saw,  whereby,  either  by  reason 
of  the  saw  being  partly  out  into  the  slit,  or  plaintiff's  touch- 
ing the  saw  handle  and  moving  the  saw  toward  him,  it  en- 
gaged his  leg  and  seriously  injured  him. 

Plaintiff  appreciated  fully  the  danger  of  doing  the  work 
in  which  he  was  engaged,  but  subjected  himself  thereto  so 
far,  as  before  indicated,  relying  upon  the  promise  of  defend- 
ant to  add  the  two  additional  live  rollers  to  the  roller  bench. 
There  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  if  plaintiff's  hook 
had  been  curved  at  the  end  instead  of  straight,  and  not  been 
so  blunt,  it  would  have  been  less  liable  to  slip.  He  had  the 
entire  care  of  the  hook  and  it  was  his  duty  to  keep  it  sharp, 
which  he  did,  from  time  to  time,  by  filing  it. 

At  the  close  of  the  evidence  the  court,  on  motion  of  de- 
fendant's counsel,  directed  a  verdict  in  defendant's  favor. 
Judgment  was  rendered  on  the  verdict,  from  which  this  ap- 
peal was  taken,  proper  exceptions  having  been  made  to  pre- 
serve for  review  the  question  whether  the  case  should  have 
been  submitted  to  the  jury. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Cb^,  Scmborn,  Xam- 
oreux  c&  Park,  attorneys^  and  Arctander  &  Arctandery  of 
counsel,  and  oral  argument  by  John  W.  Arctcmder. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Lamoreux  dk  Shea^ 
and  oral  argument  by  W,  F.  Shea. 

Marshall,  J.  The  only  reason  suggested  by  appellant 
why  the  court  should  have  submitted  this  case  to  the  jury, 
which  seems  seriously  urged  on  the  appeal,  or  worthy  of 
consideration  on  the  record,  is  that  defendant  was  guilty 
of  a  breach  of  duty  to  plaintiff  is  not  furnishing  two  addi- 
tional live  rollers  in  the  roller  bench,  and  while  plaintiff  was 
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relying  on  defendant's  promise  to  remedy  such  breach  of 
duty  the  injury  occurred,  and  that  such  breach  was  the  prox- 
imate cause  of  it.  It  is  conceded  that  the  bench  was  block- 
aded with  timbers  and  slabs,  and  that  plaintiff  was  engaged 
in  obviating  that  difficulty  when  he  received  his  injury. 
Now,  unless  the  blockade,  which  was  the  immediate  cause 
of  plaintiff  being  placed  in  the  position  of  danger,  was  caused 
by  the  failure  of  defendant  to  add  the  two  additional  live 
rollers  to  the  roller  bench,  and  was  an  event  which  defend- 
ant had  reasonable  ground  to  believe  was  liable  to  occur  as 
a  result  of  such  failure,  then,  even  though  there  was  such 
failure,  it  cannot  be  said  to  have  been  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  injury  complained  of. 

It  follows  necessarily  that,  unless  there  be  evidence  in  the 
record  from  which  a  jury  would  have  been  warranted  in 
saying  that  the  want  of  two  additional  live  rollers  was  the 
producing  cause  of  the  blockade,  no  other  question  need  be 
considered,  for  that  would  fully  justify  the  action  of  the 
trial  court  in  taking  the  cause  from  the  jury. 

The  evidence  appears  to  show  beyond  reasonable  contro- 
versy that  a  short  slab, —  too  short  to  be  carried  over  the 
rollers, —  dropped  down  and  lay  in  such  a  position  that  a 
timber  ran  upon  it  and  stopped  just  after  leaving  the  live 
rollers,  and  that  other  timbers  and  slabs  came  down  and 
lodged  on  the  first,  so  that  the  bench  was  completely  block- 
aded thereby.  Such  being  the  facts,  clearly  the  failure  to 
have  two  additional  live  rollers  had  nothing  whatever  to  do 
with  the  difficulty  which  caused  plaintiff  to  place  himself 
in  the  position  of  danger.  It  would  have  occurred  just  the 
same,  though  perhaps  a  little  further  down  the  table,  if  there 
had  been  two  more  live  rollers.  Plaintiff  testified  that  the 
blockade  was  caused  by  a  short  slab  being  placed  on  the 
rollers,  and  that  the  head  timber  was  pretty  well  down  to 
the  slab  saw.  He  did  not  pretend  to  say  where  the  short 
slab  came  from,  but  suggested  that  it  might  have  been 
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placed  on  the  rollers  by  some  person  who  carried  it  over 
from  the  rotary  saw.  His  language  is :  "  The  slab  was  pretty 
shorty  and  sometimes  they  carried  the  slabs  over  from  the 
rotary  saw,  and  put  them  on  the  roller  bed  Just  when  they 
let  the  timber  come  down  from  the  carriage,  and  the  tim- 
ber would  catch  these  short  slabs  and  run  upon  them.  I 
am  certain  the  slab  furthest  down  on  the  roller  bench  at 
the  time  I  was  hurt  was  a  short  one.  I  should  think  it  was 
about  four  feet  long.  I  don't  know  whether  that  short  slab 
came  from  the  rotary  saw  or  the  band."  Again  he  said : 
"  The  piece  of  timber  came  down  from  the  band  saw  and 
there  was  a  sls^b  in  front  of  the  first  timber,  and  there  was 
a  slab  behind  the  other  timber."  The  witness  illustrated  by 
using  some  sticks  and  a  model  of  the  roller  and  slab  bench, 
and  said  further,  in  substance :  One  of  the  timbers  came 
down  to  within  three  feet  of  the  slab  saw  and  had  a  short 
piece  of  slab  under  the  end  of  it  so  as  to  prevent  its  being 
moved  forward  without  much  manual  exertion.  According 
to  the  illustration  made  by  the  witness,  the  three  timbers 
lay  one  over  the  other,  the  third  being  crosswise  of  the 
roller  bed.  He  further  testified:  *The  effect  of  two  addi- 
tional live  rollers  would  have  been  to  have  moved  the  tim- 
bers further  along.  The  timbers  would  stop  as  soon  as  they 
left  the  live  rollers,  and  sometimes  a  little  before,  without 
any  obstruction  in  the  way.'  Plaintiff  was  corroborated 
by  other  witnesses.  The  testimony  tended  to  show  that 
two  additional  live  rollers,  under  ordinary  circumstances, 
would  have  moved  timbers  further  down  the  roller  bench, 
but  would  not  have  obviated  the  danger  of  a  blockade  being 
formed  as  the  one  in  question  was  formed.  The  timbers 
were  short  and  would  have  piled  up  and  obstructed  the 
bench,  under  the  circumstances,  regardless  of  whether  there 
were  two  more  live  rollers  or  not.  We  find  nothing  in  the 
evidence  connecting  the  diflBculty  with  the  breach  of  duty 
complained  of,  in  regard  to  want  of  additional  live  rollers. 
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In  going  back  from  the  instant  of  the  injury  to  the  produc- 
ing cause  of  it,  the  causal  connection  is  lost,  or  rather  stops 
at  the  blockade,  if  not  at  the  circumstance  of  the  hook  slip- 
ping from  the  timber. 

Some  suggestion  is  made  that  the  accident  may  be  attrib- 
uted to  actionable  negligence  in  respect  to  the  character  of  the 
hook  that  was  furnished  plaintiff;  that  if  it  had  been  some 
longer,  or  the  hook  end  had  been  curved  instead  of  straight, 
and  not  been  so  blunt,  the  accident  would  not  have  occurred. 
The  answer  to  that  is  that  the  hook  was  one  of  those  simple 
contrivances,  so  easy  of  comprehension,  as  to  all  the  dangers 
of  its  use,  by  any  person  of  ordinary  intelligence,  even  if  it 
were  defective  in  the  respects  suggested,  that  actionable 
negligence  of  the  employer  cannot  be  base4  on  the  fact  of 
its  being  furnished  to  the  employee  for  use  in  the  perform- 
ance of  his  work.  In  such  circumstances,  it  is  presumed  that 
reasonable  attention  by  the  employee  to  those  matters  which 
are  open,  obvious,  and  easily  comprehended  by  any  ordinary 
person  of  mature  years,  will  disclose  to  the  employee  all  the 
dangers  of  using  the  defective  contrivance,  and  he  is  there- 
fore conclusively  presumed  to  have  assumed  such  dangers  as 
a  part  of  his  contract  of  employment.  Borden  *o.  Daisy  R. 
M.  Co.  98  Wis.  407;  EoU  v.  CI,  M.  <&  S^.  P.  B.  Co.  94  Wis. 
596. 

It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that  the  verdict  was 
properly  directed  in  defendant's  favor,  and  that  the  judg- 
ment entered  thereon  should  be  affirmed. 

By  the  Cowrt. — Judgment  affirmed. 
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}w  ?^l       CmraiNGHAM,  Appellant,  vs.  Eagan,  Garnishee,  Respondent. 

Febnuiry  1—Fdyruary  SI,  1899, 

Debtor  and  creditor:  Fravdtdent  conveyances:  OamiahmenL 

The  principal  defendants  owed  their  father  about  $2,100,  and  others 
about  |6,000.  To  secure  the  debt  to  their  father  one  of  them  gave 
him  a  mortgage  on  a  stock  of  goods  worth  about  $1,500,  but  re- 
mained in  possession.  The  other  transferred,  by  absolute  bill  of 
sale,  and  delivered  to  the  father  a  stock  of  goods  for  an  expressed 
consideration  of  $1,552,  which  was  about  their  actual  value,  though 
their  inventory  price  was  about  $2,000.  This  transfer  was  claimed 
by  the  son  to  be  a  payment  pro  tanto,  but  by  the  father  to  be  as  se- 
curity only.  Afterwards  plaintiff  obtained  a  judgment  against  the 
sons,  and  garnished  the  father.  Held,  that  the  transaction  stated 
did  not  justify  an  inference  of  fraud  which  would  render  the  father 
liable  as  garnishee  in  respect  to  the  goods  delivered  to  him. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
county:  John  K.  Pabish,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

Barney  and  Michael  Eagan,  indebted  to  their  father,  the  re- 
spondent, in  the  sum  of  §2,100,  and  to  others  in  about  the  sum 
of  $6,000,  had  each  a  stock  of  goods.  Michael  Eagan  executed 
a  chattel  mortgage  to  his  father  on  his  stock,  worth  about 
$1,500,  to  secure  said  sum  of  $2,100,  the  goods  remaining  in 
the  mortgagor's  possession.  On  the  same  day,  or  the  follow- 
ing, Barney  transferred  to  his  father,  by  absolute  bill  of  sale 
and  delivery,  his  stock  of  goods,  then  removed  to  Ashland, 
for  the  expressed  consideration  of  $1,552,  which  was  seventy- 
five  per  cent,  of  their  inventory  price.  He  testified  that  the 
transfer  was  an  absolute  one  in  payment ^(7  ta/rUo  upon  said 
indebtedness.  Shortly  afterwards,  the  plaintiflf,  having  ob- 
tained judgment  against  Barney  and  Michael  Eagan,  gar- 
nished the  respondent,  who  answered,  denying  liability.  The 
suit  was  tried  in  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland  county  with  a 
jury.  Barney  testified  substantially  to  the  foregoing  facts. 
The  garnishee  testified  that  the  bill  of  sale  from  Barney  was 
a  security,  and  not  in  payment,  and  that,  although  the  mort- 
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gage  from  Michael  was  executed  the  day  before,  they  were 
both  intended  as  the  same  transaction,  namely,  to  secure  the 
$2,100.  At  the  close  of  the  testimony,  the  court,  on  respond- 
ent's motion,  granted  a  nonsuit,  and  judgment  thereon,  from 
which  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  J.  J.  MUes^  and 
oral  argument  by  Burr  W.  Jones. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Tomhma  i&  Mer- 
rill^ and  oral  argument  by  Geo.  F,  Merrill. 

Dodge,  J.  The  facts  are  without  dispute,  except  as  to 
whether  Barney  Eagan's  transfer  was  absolute  or  «ls  secu- 
rity." The  fact  of  the  indebtedness  from  Barney  and  Michael 
Eagan  to  their  father  in  about  the  sum  of  $2,100  is  clear. 
The  only  property  of  either  which  is  shown  to  have  actu- 
ally come  to  the  possession  of  the  garnishee  is  Barney's 
stock,  which,  at  inventory  price,  did  not  exceed  $2,000,  and 
was  of  actual  value  about  $1,550.  Its  transfer  to  the  father 
was  accompanied  by  immediate  possession;  and  whether, 
as  testified  by  Barney,  it  was  an  absolute  conveyance  in 
payment  jpr(?  tanto^  or,  as  understood  by  the  garnishee,  was 
a  delivery  as  security,  there  is  nothing  in  the  transaction 
to  justify  inference  of  fraud.  It  was  less  than  the  amount 
of  the  debt,  so  that  no  surplus  could  remain  in  his  hands 
to  be  subject  to  garnishment.  Michael's  stock  was  not  in 
the  garnishee's  possession,  but  was  subject  to  levy  by  the 
plaintiff.  Of  course,  as  against  such  levy,  the  garnishee's 
mortgage  could  stand  only  for  the  balance  of  the  $2,100 
debt  not  paid  by  Barney's  transfer, —  $1,550  if  absolute,  or 
the  proceeds  of  the  stock  if  as  security.  There  is,  therefore, 
no  evidence  tending  to  prove  either  that  the  garnishee  is  in- 
debted to,  or  has  property  in  his  possession  or  under  his 
control  belonging  to,  the  principal  defendants.  Cc^ey  v. 
Dyer,  97  Wis.  554. 

By  the  Court. —  Judgment  aflGirmed. 
Vol.102— 18 
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JJI      3^J^  Nelson,  Appellant,  tb.  Shaw,  Respondent. 

February  1 — February  gl,  1899. 

Master  and  servant:  Personal  injuries:  Unsafe  way:  Promise  to  repair: 

Contributory  negligence. 

1.  In  an  action  for  personal  injuries,  plaintiiTs  testimony  tended  to 
proTe  that  he  was  employed  by  defendant  to  haul  tan  bark  with  a 
bob-sled  over  a  private  way  of  defendant,  in  which  was  a  hole 
about  eighteen  inches  deep,  one  and  one-half  feet  wide,  and  three 
feet  long,  situated  at  the  foot  of  a  hill  rising  about  eleven  feet  in  a 
distance  of  103  feet;  that  while  plaintiff,  sitting  on  a  load  of  bark 
not 'Confined  on  the  rack  nor  bound  on  in  any  way,  with  the  soles 
of  his  boots  even  with  the  front  end  of  the  load,  and  nothing  for 
his  feet  to  brace  against,  was  descending  such  hill,  the  front  bob 
was  precipitated  into  the  hole,  and  plaintiff  thrown  off  the  load 
and  injured;  that  plaintiff  knew  of  the  defect  in  the  road,  had 
passed  over  it  on  preceding  d&js  from  eleven  to  thirteen  tl/nes, 
and,  on  the  evening  before  the  accident,  had  notified  defendant's 
•  foreman  of  the  defect  and  of  his  purpose  to  quit  unless  the  defect 
was  repaired;  that  thereupon  the  foreman  had  promised  him  that 
the  defect  should  be  repaired  before  he  came  out  over  the  road  the 
next  morning;  that  plaintiff  passed  the  place  the  next  morning  at 
7  o'clock  and  noticed  that  the  defect  had  not  been  repaired,  but 
on  his  return  with  a  load  did  not  ascertain  whether  the  defendant 
had  redeemed  his  promise,  but  drove  over  the  defective  way  and 
was  injured.  Defendant's  witnesses  denied  the  existence  of  the 
defect    Held,  that  it  was  error  to  direct  a  verdict  for  defendant 

2l  If  defendant  expressly  promised  to  repair  the  defect  before  plaintiff 
returned  with  his  load,  the  plaintiff  under  the  circumstances  was 
not  precluded  by  any  rule  of  law  from  relying  on  such  promise. 

&  The  testimony  did  not  show  that  the  defect  was  so  imminently  dan- 
gerous as  to  make  it  contributory  negligence  as  a  matter  of  law 
for  the  plaintiff  to  drive  down  the  hill  without  first  ascertaining 
whether  the  defendant  had  redeemed  his  promise  to  repair. 

4  Whether  plaiiitiff,  in  driving  down  the  hill  while  sitting  on  the  load 
as  above  stated,  was  guilty  of  such  contributory  negligence  as 
would  defeat  his  claim,  was  a  question  for  the  jury. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Taylor 
county:  John  K.  Pabish,  Circuit  Judge.    Heversed. 
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For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Frcmley^  Bundy 
(&  WiicoXy  and  oral  argument  by  J?.  P.  WUcox. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Zosey  ds  Wood- 
wardj  and  oral  argument  by  O.  M.  Woodwa/rd  and  £.  B. 
Pa/rk. 

Cassodat,  C.  J.  This  action  was  commenced  September 
4, 1897,  to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  sustained 
January  25, 1895,  by  the  plaintiff,  while  in  the  employ  of 
the  defendant  as  a  teamster  hauling  tan  bark  from  the  lands 
described,  for  a  distance  of  about  eight  miles,  to  the  defend- 
ant's tannery  at  Eib  Lake,  by  reason  of  an  alleged  defective 
private  branch  roadway  provided  and  used  by  the  defendant 
and  his  employees  in  hauling  such  bark.  Issue  being  joined 
and  trial  had,  the  court,  at  the  close  of  the  testimony,  di- 
rected a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  from,  the 
judgment  entered  thereon  the  plaintiff  brings  this  appeal. 

It  appears  and  is  undisputed  that  this  branch  roadway 
was  built  to  get  the  bark  to  the  main  road,  and  was  from 
one  half  to  three  fourths  of  a  mile  in  length;  that  from  the 
point  where  it  connected  with  the  main  road  it  ran  in  a 
northeasterly  direction,  and  was  known  as  the  "  Mud  Lake 
branch;"  that  the  portion  of  the  roadway  in  controversy 
extended  from  its  junction  with  the  main  road  northeasterly ; 
that  at  a  point  some  fifteen  to  thirty-five  feet  from  its  junc- 
tion with  the  main  road  this  bark  roadway  began  to  ascend 
a  hill  for  a  distance  of  about  105  feet;  that  the  descent  in 
that  distance  was  a  few  inches  less  than  eleven  feet. 

There  is  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  at  or  near  the  foot 
of  such  descent  there  was  a  ditch  and  gully  which  existed 
in  the  traveled  track,  and  extended  at  right  angles  to  the 
traveled  track;  that  the  ditch  and  gully  were  partially  con- 
cealed from  the  plaintiff  by  a  log ;  that  the  front  bob  of  the 
sleigh  was  precipitated  into  the  ditch  and  gully  with  a  quick, 
sharp  jolt  and  plunge,  and  the  plaintiff  was  violently  thrown 
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off  the  load,  and  injured ;  that  tHe  plaintiff  had  had  consid- 
erable experience  working  in  the  woods,  building  logging 
roads,  hauling  logs  and  bark ;  that  he  had  put  in  logs  and 
repaired  roads  for  that  purpose ;  that  he  began  to  haul  bark 
for  the  defendant  November  22, 1894,  and,  after  working 
continuously  in  hauling  on  other  roads,  began  to  haul  bark 
on  this  Mud  Lake  branch  six  or  seven  days  prior  to  the  in- 
jury; that  during  that  time  he  had  passed  over  this  road 
from  eleven  to  thirteen  times, —  the  last  time  about  7  a.  m. 
of  the  day  on  which  the  accident  happened,  and  that  time 
particularly  observed  its  condition;  that  on  the  evening  be- 
fore the  accident  the  plaintiff  told  defendant's  foreman 
about  the  existence  of  the  hole  at  the  bottom  of  the  hill,  and 
that  it  was  dangerous,  and  that  he  would  quit  work  if  the 
defendant  did  not  fix  the  road ;  that  the  foreman  then  said 
he  would  have  it  fixed ;  that  the  plaintiff  then  asked  him 
when  he  would  do  so,  and  he  then  promised  that  he  would 
have  it  fixed  before  the  plaintiff  came  out  with  another  load 
the  next  morning;  that  on  the  morning  in  question  several 
teams  were  driven  on  this  road,  loaded  with  bark;  that  the 
leading  team  —  Knickerbocker's  —  was  delayed  at  or  near 
the  intersection  of  the  bark  road  with  the  main  road  by  hav- 
ing its  load,  or  part  of  it,  fall  off,  which  compelled  the  teams 
behind  it  to  wait  until  it  could  be  reloaded;  that  the  plaint- 
iff's team  stopped  for  this  reason  just  at  the  top  of  the  hill 
described  as  being  105  feet  long;  that  the  plaintiff  fastened 
his  team  at  that  place,  and  went  across  the  lots  to  a  shanty, 
to  get  a  lunch,  while  waiting;  that  he  remained  there  fifteen 
or  twenty  minutes,  and  returned  the  same  way  to  his  team ; 
that  he  did  not  walk  down  the  hill  to  the  place  where  the 
men  were  reloading  Knickerbocker's  sleigh;  that  there  was 
nothing  on  the  side  of  the  rack  to  hold  it  in  place;  that  it 
was  not  bound  on  in  any  way ;  that  the  plaintiff  sat  on  the 
middle  of  the  load,  with  the  soles  of  his  boots  even  with  the 
front  end  of  the  load,  when  the  accident  occurred. 
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The  question  recurs  whether  the  court  was  justified  in 
taking  the  case  from  the  jury.  There  is  testimony  tending 
to  prove  that  the  hole  was  about  eighteen  inches  deep  and 
one  and  one-half  feet  one  way  and  some  three  feet  the  other 
way;  and  in  fact  that  there  were  two  holes  near  each  other. 
The  defendant's  testimony  tends  to  prove  that  there  was  no 
hole  in  or  alongside  of  the  road ;  that  the  only  depression 
in  the  surface  of  the  road  was  a  creek  running  directly  across 
it,  not  far  from  the  bottom  of  the  hill,  in  which  the  water 
was  at  times  fourteen  inches  deep,  and  that  this  creek  was 
frozen  solid  at  the  time  in  question,  and  that  the  ice  and 
snow  made  the  road  perfectly  level  at  that  place.  Of  course, 
on  this  appeal,  we  must  assume  the  evidence  most  favorable 
to  the  plaintiff  to  be  true  and  undisputed.  KapUs  v,  Orth^ 
61  Wis.  631.  Upon  such  assumption  two  questions  present 
themselves  for  consideration.  The  first  is  whether  the  plaint- 
iff, after  having  passed  over  the  road  so  many  times,  and 
knowing  all  about  the  alleged  defect,  did  not  assume  the  risk. 
We  are  all  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  he  did,  up  to  the  time 
when  the  defendant  expressly  promised  to  repair  the  defect 
the  next  morning  and  before  the  plaintiff  would  return  with 
another  load.  Counsel  contend  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
right  to  rely  on  such  promise,  but  should  have  repaired  the 
defect  himself.  This  is  put  upon  the  theory  that  the  repair- 
ing of  the  defect  was  not  a  matter  of  which  the  plaintiff  had 
little  or  no  knowledge,  but  a  matter  of  ordinary  labor,  with 
which  he  was  entirely  familiar,  like  certain  cases  cited.  Cor- 
coran V.  ^Milwaukee  G,  Z.  Co.  81  Wis.  191 ;  Showalter  v.  Fair- 
icmJcs^  M,  (&  Co.  88  Wis.  376;  Marsh  v.  Chickering^  101  K".  Y. 
396.  But  we  do  not  understand  that  the  plaintiff's  duty  re- 
quired him  to  repair  the  defect.  If  the  defendant  expressly 
promised  to  repair  the  defect  before  the  plaintiff  returned 
w'ith  his  load,  then  we  perceive  no  rule  of  law  which  pre- 
cluded the  plaintiff  from  relying  on  such  promise.  Ferris^ 
V.  Berlin  Machine  Works^  90  Wis.  541 ;  Patterson  v.  P.  d& 
C  R.  Co.  76  Pa.  St.  389 ;  Wust  v.  Erie  City  Iron  Works,  149 
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Pa.  St.  268;  Illinois  S.  Co.  v.  Marni,  170  111.  200;  S.  O.  40 
L.  E.  A.  781.  Nor  was  the  defect  so  imminently  dangerous 
as  to  make  it  contributory  negligence,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
for  the  plaintiff  to  undertake  to  drive  down  the  hill  without 
first  ascertaining  whether  the  defendant  had  redeemed  his 
promise  to  repair.  Bumell  v.  West  Side  JR.  Co.  87  Wis.  887; 
Sohvlts  V.  C.  C.  Thompson  L.  Co.  91  Wis.  626;  Jensen  *o.  Hudr 
son  S.  Co.  98  Wis.  78 ;  Oit/rrcm  v.  A.  H.  Stange  Co.  98  Wis.  598. 

The  most  serious  question  in  the  case  is  whether  the  plaint-, 
iff  was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  in  driving  down  the  hill  while  sitting  on  the  load  with 
the  soles  of  his  boots  even  with  the  front  end  of  the  load,  and 
hence  with  nothing  for  his  feet  to  brace  against.  But  upon 
the  whole  evidence  we  are  constrained  to  hold  that  the  ques- 
tion of  contributory  negligence  was  for  the  jury.  Kenworihy 
V.  Ironton^  41  Wis.  647;  Simonds  v.  BwdboOy  93  Wis.  40. 

The  appellant's  brief  is  unnecessarily  long,  and  does  not 
comply  with  the  rules,  and  hence  only  thirty-five  pages  of 
it  should  be  taxed. 

By  the  Cov/rt. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  is  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 


Whitoomb  and  another,  Receivers,  Appellants,  vs.  Peovost, 
lOT  _2*4|  Bespondent. 

Febrvaxy  1 — February  21, 1S99. 

Ejectment:  Bettermenta:  Homestead  entry:  **Oohr  of  title:**  Advene 

Tiolding. 

1.  A  holding  under  an  inyalid  certificate  of  homestead  entiy  is  not  a 

holding  "  by  color  of  title  "  such  as  will  support  a  recovery  for  im- 
provements under  sec.  8096,  R.  S.  1878. 

2.  One  who  has  made  a  homestead  entry  of  public  lands  but  has  not 

completed  the  purchase  does  not  hold  adversely  to  the  United 
States  or  its  grantee,  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  8096,  K,  S.  1878b 
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Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
county:  John  K.  Parish,  Circuit  Judge.    Beversed, 

This  is  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  a  quarter  sec- 
tion of  land  which  was  in  actual  possession  of  the  defendant, 
and  upon  which  he  had  made  improvements,  and  the  sole 
question  in  issue  was  whether  the  defendant  could  recover 
the  value  of  such  improvements.  The  land  in  question  was 
a  portion  of  the  lands  granted  to  the  state  by  the  United 
States  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  railroads,  under  the  acts 
of  June  8, 1856,  and  May  5, 1864,  earned  by  the  Wisconsin 
Central  Eailroad  Company,  and  conveyed  to  that  company  by 
the  state.  The  land  was  within  the  place  limits  of  the  grant, 
and  was  withdrawn  from  settlement  June  12, 1856.  On  the 
26th  of  June,  1887,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  revoked 
the  order  of  withdrawal  and  formally  restored  the  lands  to 
the  public  domain,  so  that  they  were  apparently  open  for 
homestead  settlement.  Public  notice  of  this  restoration  was 
given,  and  on  the  4th  of  November,  1891,  the  defendant, 
Provosty  entered  the  land  in  dispute  as  a  homestead,  at  the 
United  States  land  office  in  the  city  of  Ashland,  and  paid 
the  fees  of  the  register  and  receiver,  and  received  the  usual 
receipt  of  homestead  entry,  which  recited  the  receipt  of  $18, 
being  the  amount  of  the  fees  and  compensation  of  the  regis- 
ter and  receiver  for  the  entry  of  the  S.  W.  \  of  section  17, 
township  45  N.,  range  4  W.,  under  sec.  2290  of  the  Kevised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States.  The  proper  entries  were 
made  in  the  register  of  homestead  entries  kept  in  the  local 
office,  and  upon  the  plats  of  government  land  in  said  land 
office,  showing  that  the  land  had  been  entered  by  the  de- 
fendant as  a  homestead.  The  defendant  immediately  took 
possession  of  the  land,  erected  a  dwelling  house  thereon, 
began  clearing  away  the  timber,  moved  his  family  thereon, 
and  has  ever  since  continued  to  reside  there. 

This  action  was  commenced  October  10, 1895.  The  de- 
fendant's answer  admits  the  plaintiffs'  title,  and  counter- 
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claims  for  the  value  of  his  improvements  since  his  entry, 
under  sec.  3096,  E.  S.  1878.  The  facts  were  all  stipulated, 
and  the  value  of  the  improvements  was  stipulated  to  be 
$900.  Motions  to  direct  a  verdict  were  made  upon  both 
sides,  and  the  court  directed  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaint- 
iffs for  the  possession  of  the  land,  and  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant for  the  value  of  the  improvements.  Judgment  was 
entered  upon  this  verdict,  and  from  so  much  of  the  judgment 
as  permits  the  defendant  to  recover  for  improvements  the 
plaintiffs  appeal. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Howard  Morrisy 
attorney,  and  Thoa,  H.  GiU^  of  counsel,  and  oral  argument 
by  Mr.  Gill. 

Willis  V.  /SUverthom,  for  the  respondent,  contended  that 
sec.  3096,  K.  S.  1878,  is  remedial  and  should  be  liberally  con- 
strued. JEckhardv.  Donohue^  9  Daly,  214;  Hudler  v.  Golden  ^ 
36  ]Sr.  T.  447;  Weed  v.  Tucker,  19  N.  T.  422;  Sutherland, 
Stat.  &  Const.  Law,  §  437.  The  intention  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  will  prevail  over  its  literal  terms.  Wilb.  Stat.  Law, 
235;  Avery  v.  Groton,  36  Conn.  304;  Fox  v.  Sloo,  10  La.  Ann. 
11;  Smith  v.  Stevens,  82  111.  554;  Vino's  Case,  21  Wall.  648; 
State  V.  Powers,  36  Conn.  77;  Houk  v.  Barthold,  73  Ind.  21 ; 
Sutherland,  Stat.  &  Const.  Law,  §  409;  Pacquettev.  Pick- 
ness,  19  Wis.  219.  The  statute  was  intended  to  apply  to  all 
cases  where  improvements  had  been  honestly  made  by  the 
party  in  possession  under  a  supposed  title  or  one  that  might 
ripen  into  a  title.  K.  S.  1849,  ch.  107;  sec.  2,  ch.  84,  Laws 
of  1857;  sees.  30-34,  ch.  141,  E.  S.  1858;  ch.  273,  Laws  of 
1861;  sec.  3096,  K.  S.  1878;  and  ch.  282,  Laws  of  1893. 
Under  a  homestead  entry  the  records  of  the  government 
land  ofllce,  together  with  the  receiver's  receipt,  constitute  a 
written  instrument  under  said  section.  Whittaker  v.  Pen- 
dola,  78  Cal.  296 ;  Cawley  v.  Johnson,  21  Fed.  Rep.  495.  A 
homestead  entry  conveys  an  immediate,  valid,  subsisting  title 
and  interest  in  the  lands  so  entered.     Wliite  v.  H.  &  D.  P. 
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Co,  2  Copp,  Pub.  Land  Laws  (1882),  878 ;  'Wilcox  v,  JacJcson,  13 
Pet.  516;  Wither&poon  v.  Du7i€a7i,4:  Wall.  218;  Burlington^ 
K.  (&  S.  W.  R,  Co.  V.  Johnson,  38  Kan.  142;  U,  S.  v.  Tur- 
ner, 54  Fed.  Eep.  225 ;  U.  S,  v.  Ball,  31  Fed.  Kep.  667 ;  IT.  S. 
V.  Freyberg,  32  Fed.  Kep.  195 ;  Culhertson  I.  <&  W.  P.  Co.  v. 
Olander,  51  Neb.  539;  Bed  Biver  <&  L.  W.  B.  Co.  v.  Sture, 
32  Minn.  95;  Pairier  v.  Comm^rs  of  Rosea  Co.  68  Minn. 
297;  Ndson  v.  Big  BUckfoot  M.  Co.  17  Mont.  553;  North- 
em  B.  Co.  V.  GovM,  21  Cal.  254;  Lytle  v.  Arkansas,  9  How. 
334.  And  such  entry  segregates  the  lands  from  the  pub- 
lic domain,  and  holding  under  such  entry  is  "  color  of  tiile.^^ 
Culhertson  L  d;  W.  P.  Co.  v.  Ola/nder,  51  Neb.  539;  1  Copp, 
Pub.  Land  Laws  (1882),  387,  388;  1  Land  Dec.  Dept.  Int. 
58-60;  White  v.  H.  &  D.  B.  Co.  2  Copp,  Pub.  Land  Laws 
(1882),  878;  Wilcox  v.  Jackson,  13  Pet.  516;  Edgerton  v.  Bird, 
6  Wis.  527;  McMillan  v.  Wehle,  55  Wis.  Q^5',WHght  v.  Mat- 
tison,  18  How.  50;  Woodward  v.  Blancha/rd,  16  111.  430; 
Bogardus  v.  Trinity  Church,  4  Paige,  200;  Clapp  v.  Bro- 
magham,  9  Cow.  556 ;  Jaxikson  v.  Todd,  2  Caines,  183 ;  Jack- 
son V.  Harder,  4  Johns.  208. 

WiNSLow,  J.  The  defendant  admitted  that,  under  the  de- 
cision of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  Wis. 
Cent.  B.  Co.  v.  Forsythe,  159  U.  S.  46,  the  plaintiffs  had  the 
title  to  the  land  in  question,  and  must  recover  because  the 
same  was  within  the  place  limits  of  the  grant  to  the  Wis- 
consin Central  Eailroad,  and  hence  not  open  to  homestead 
entry  in  1891.  The  defendant  claimed  to  recover  for  his 
improvements,  however,  under  sec.  3096,  R.  S.  1878,  and  the 
only  question  in  this  case  is  whether  such  a  recovery  can  be 
sustained.  That  section  provides  as  follows :  "  In  every  case 
where  a  recovery  shall  be  had  of  any  land,  on  which  the 
party  in  possession,  or  those  under  whom  he  claims,  while 
holding  adversely  by  color  of  title  asserted  in  good  faith, 
founded  on  descent  or  any  written  instrument,  shall  hava 
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made  permanent  and  valuable  improvements,  or  shall  have 
paid  taxes  assessed,  such  party,  for  himself  and  for  the  ben- 
efit of  those  under  whom  he  claims,  shall  be  entitled  to  have 
from  th^  plaintiff,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  if  he  insist  upon  his 
recovery,  the  value  of  such  improvements  at  the  time  the 
verdict  or  decision  against  him  is  given,  and  the  amount 
paid  for  taxes,  with  interest  from  the  date  of  the  payment, 
to  be  assessed  and  recovered  as  hereinafter  provided,  and 
for  the  payment  thereof  shall  have  a  lien  on  the  real  estate 
so  recovered." 

It  is  apparent  that  the  defendant,  in  order  to  recover  for 
his  improvements  in  the  present  case,  must  show  the  con- 
currence of  four  conditions,  namely:  (1)  Adverse  holding, 
(2)  by  color  of  title,  (3)  asserted  in  good  faith,  and  (4)  founded 
on  some  written  instrument.  Failure  in  any  one  of  these 
conditions  will  defeat  his  claim.  It  seems  evident  that  these 
conditions  are  not  all  present  in  this  case.  "  Color  of  title  " 
has  been  generally  defined  as  ^^  that  which  in  appearance  is 
title,  but  which  in  reality  is  no  title."  Wright  v.  MaUieoUj 
18  How.  50;  Edgerton  v.  Birdj  6  Wis.  527.  Now,  unless  a 
holding  under  a  valid  certificate  of  homestead  entry  is  in 
fact  a  holding  under  title,  a  holding  under  an  invalid  cer- 
tificate of  homestead  entry  cannot  be  a  holding  under  "  color 
of  title."  If  a  valid  certificate  is  not  title,  an  invalid  cer- 
tificate cannot  be  appearance  of  title. 

The  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  has  recently  held, 
after  full  consideration,  that  land  entered  as  a  homestead 
continues  to  be  the  property  of  the  United  States  for  five 
years  following  the  entry,  and  until  a  patent  is  issued,  and 
that  the  homesteader  has  no  right  to  cut  standing  timber  to 
sell,  or  any  timber  save  such  as  is  necessary  to  clear  the  land 
for  cultivation  and  build  necessary  buildings  and  fences, 
and  may  be  criminally  prosecuted  if  he  cuts  beyond  such 
limitations.  Shiver  v,  U,  S.  159  U.  S.  491;  Stone  'o,  U.  S. 
167  U.  S.  178;  Flint  <&  P.  M.  R,  Co.  v.  Gordon,  41  Mich. 
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420.  This  principle  seems  to  determine  conclusively  the 
question  here.  A  man  who  makes  a  valid  homestead  entry 
has  not  the  title  to  the  land,  and  hence  the  man  who  makes 
an  invalid  homestead  entry  has  not  even  the  appearance  of 
title. 

True,  the  homesteader  may  have  rights  as  against  third 
persons  which  he  may  enforce.  CvJhertson  L  <bW.  P»  Go. 
V.  Olander,  51  Neb.  539;  Pairier  v.  Gom/m?r8  of  Itasca  Co. 
68  Minn.  297;  Bed  River  dB  L.  W.  Co.  v.  Stu/re,  32  Minn.  95. 
Such  rights  are  sometimes  given  to  him  by  state  laws. 
WKittaker  v.  Pendola^  78  Cal.  296.  He  may  also  have  a 
right  to  carry  out  the  conditions  of  his  entry,  and  earn  his 
patent.  .  But  the  question  here  is  not  whether  he  has  rights 
in  the  land  of  some  nature,  or  whether  they  may  not  be 
vested  rights,  but  whether  he  has  title.  As  said  in  VUaa  v. 
PrmcCy  88  Fed.  Eep.  682 :  "  The  homesteader  has  a  right  to 
earn  the  land  by  residing  upon  and  improving  it,  and  that 
is  the  extent  of  his  right.  .  .  «  It  is  always  understood 
that  such  an  entry  is  subject  to  be  canceled  by  the  land  de- 
partment in  case  the  land  is  not  subject  to  entry,  as  in  this 
case." 

There  is  no  analogy  between  a  certificate  of  homestead 
entry  and  a  receiver's  certificate  of  purchase  of  public  lands. 
This  last  is  made  evidence  of  title  by  our  statutes  (E.  S. 
1878,  sec.  4165),  and  is  held  to  convey  all  the  substantial  in- 
terest of  the  government  in  the  land.  Cowley  v.  Johmson^ 
21  Fed.  Eep.  492.  The  consideration  has  been  fully  paid, 
and  nothing  remains  to  be  done  except  to  execute  the  patent. 
In  a  case  of  homestead  entry,  however,  nothing  has  been 
paid  for  the  land,  and  the  homesteader  simply  has  acquired 
a  right  to  earn  or  buy  it  in  the  future.  At  most,  the  receipt 
amounts  to  nothing  more  than  an  executory  contract  to  con- 
vey the  land  upon  the  performance  of  certain  conditions. 
One  who  holds  under  an  executory  contract  for  the  purchase 
of  lands  does  not  hold  adversely ^  as  against  his  vendor  or 
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his  vendor's  grantee,  until  after  full  performance  of  the  con- 
ditions of  his  contract.  Simpson  v,  Snedode^  83  Wis.  201. 
So,  in  this  respect  also,  the  defendant  fails  to  meet  the  re- 
quirements of  the  statute. 

The  case  seems  to  be  a  hard  one,  but,  in  any  view  which 
we  have  been  able  to  take  of  it,  we  have  been  unable  to  see 
how  the  defendant  can  recover  under  the  betterments  stat- 
ute. By  the  stipulation  of  facts,  it  appears  that  the  defend- 
ant knew  before  his  entry  that  the  lands  which  he  entered 
were  part  of  the  "  Omaha  land  grant."  It  seems  very  prob- 
able that  he  should  have  anticipated  that  his  claim  to  the 
land  was  liable  to  be  disputed. 

By  the  Court. — That  part  of  the  judgment  which  is  ap- 
pealed from  is  reversed,  and  the  action  is  remanded  with 
directions  to  dismiss  the  defendant's  counterclaim. 
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Kennedy,  Respondent,  vs.  South  Shore  Lttmbeb  Company, 

imp..  Appellant. 

February  1 — February  SI,  1899, 

« 
Sale  of  logs:  Joint  employment  of  scaler:  Right  of  one  party  to  discharge: 

Damages:  lAens, 

1.  A  contract  for  the  sale  of  logs  provided  that  they  should  be  scaled 
by  a  scaler  mutually  agreed  upon  or,  in  default  of  such  agreement, 
a  scaler  appointed  by  a  certain  third  person,  and  that  if  the  scale 
of  any  person  selected  under  the  contract  to  make  such  scale  should 
prove  unsatisfactory  to  either  party,  then  such  party  should  have 
the  right  to  insist  upon  a  change  of  scalers,  and  a  new  scaler  should 
be  api^ointed.  Pursuant  to  the  contract  plaintiff  was  appointed  as 
scaler  by  such  third  person  and  acted  as  such  until  the  vendee, 
being  dissatisfied,  notified  him  to  discontinue  work.  The  vendors, 
however,  declined  to  consent  to  a  change,  and  under  their  direction 
plaintiff  held  himself  in  readiness  for  several  months  to  scale  the 
logs,  but  the  vendee  did  not  permit  any  logs  to  be  scaled  during 
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that  time.  Held,  that  plaintiff's  right  of  action,  if  any,  was  not 
for  wages  earned,  but  for  damages  for  breach  of  the  contract  of 
employment,  and  that  the  damages  should  be  limited  to  the  value 
of  the  time  it  would  ordinarily  have  taken  to  scale  the  logs  in  the 
general  course  of  business.  ' 

2.  Under  such  contract  of  sale  the  vendee  had  the  right  to  discharge 
plaintiff  without  the  vendors'  consent,  either  x)arty  having  the  right 
to  insist  upon  a  change  of  scalers  when  dissatisfied  with  one  pre- 
viously appointed,  whether  he  was  appointed  by  mutual  agreement 
or  by  the  third  person  mentioned. 

8.  A  claim  for  damages  for  breach  of  a  contract  of  employment  is  not 
a  lienable  claim  under  sec.  8329,  B.  S.  1878. 


Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Bayfield 
county:  John  K.  Pabish,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

Action  in  form  to  recover  on  a  contract  of  employment  to 
scale  logs,  and  to  secure  a  lien  judgment,  based  on  the  fol- 
lowing facts  which  were  established  by  evidence  on  the 
trial : 

John  Mc Alpine,  A.  B.  McDonell,  and  Thomas  Irvine  as 
parties  of  the  first  part,  and  the  South  Shore  Lurriber  Com- 
pamj  as  party  of  the  second  part,  all  joined  as  defendants 
here,  made  a  written  contract  by  which  the  latter  purchased 
of  the  former  a  quantity  of  saw  logs,  agreeing  to  pay  a  price 
therefor  named  in  such  contract,  according  to  the  measure- 
ment thereof  to  be  made  on  the  log  deck  of  the  purchaser's 
sawmill  by  a  scaler  mutually  agreed  upon,  or,  in  default  of 
such  agreement,  a  scaler  appointed  by  one  Cochran.  In  re- 
spect to  changing  scalers  in  case  of  either  party  being  dis- 
satisfied with  one  previously  appointed,  the  contract  provided 
as  follows :  "  If  the  scale  of  any  person  selected  under  this 
contract  to  make  said  scale  shall  prove  unsatisfactory  to 
either  party,  then  such  party  shall  have  the  right  to  insist 
upon  a  change  of  scalers,  and  a  new  scaler  shall  be  ap- 
pointed." The  language  in  regard  to  the  selection  of  a  scaler 
by  the  mutual  agent,  Cochran,  was  as  follows:  ^^And  in  case 
of  a  failure  of  the  parties  hereto  to  agree  upon  such  scaler, 
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then  the  scaler  shall  *be  designated  by  Judge  Cochran  of  Ash- 
land." 

The  latter  clause  of  the  contract  became  operative,  result- 
ing in  the  appointment  of  plaintiff  by  Cochran.  Pursuant 
thereto,  between  the  12th  day  of  June,  1896,  and  the  7th  day 
of  July  thereafter,  plaintiff  actually  worked,  as  defendant 
conceded  on  the  trial,  about  eleven  days.  Plaintiff  conceded 
payment  in  full  for  eight  and  one-ludf  days'  work,  one  half 
by  each  party,  and  also  payment  for  one-half  time  by  the 
first  parties  to  the  log  sale  contract,  for  the  time  till  he  con- 
sented to  terminate  his  relations  with  the  parties,  October  4, 
1896.  July  7, 1896,  the  South  Shore  Lumber  Corripcmy  being 
dissatisfied  with  the  plaintiff  as  scaler,  declined  to  allow  him 
to  continue  work,  and  duly  notified  him  in  writing  to  that 
effect.  The  situation  as  stated  was  brought  home  to  the 
first  parties.  They  declined  to  consent  to  changing  scalers, 
and  directed  plaintiff  to  continue  work  and  to  hold  himself 
in  readiness  to  scale  the  logs  whenever  there  were  logs  to  be 
scaled.  The  result  was  that  the  South  Shore  iMwher  Comr 
jpamy^  insisting  upon  their  right  to  a  change  of  scalers,  did 
not  saw  any  logs  or  permit  any  to  be  scaled  under  the  con- 
tract, till  after  October  4,  1896.  Plaintiff  held  himself  in 
readiness  to  scale  the  logs  during  all  such  time.  After  Octo- 
ber 4, 1896,  the  parties  made  provision  for  scaling  the  logs, 
and  the  work  was  completed  during  the  fall,  the  amount,  as 
it  appears,  being  some  less  than  1,500,000  feet. 

This  action  was  brought  in  form  to  recover  for  ninety-seven 
days'  work  from  the  12th  day  of  June,  1896,  to  October  4, 1896, 
at  $120  per  month,  less  the  amount  theretofore  paid  plaint- 
iff. The  amount  claimed  to  be  due  was  $204  and  interest 
from  October  6, 1896.  On  the  trial  plaintiff  testified  that 
the  $204  was  for  time  between  July  14  and  October  4, 1896; 
that  he  did  not  perform  any  work  during  that  period.  Facts 
were  established  requisite  to  a  lien  judgment  for  work  per- 
formed.   At  the  close  of  the  evidence  defendant's  counsel 
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conceded  the  evidence  warranted  a  finding  of  $11.52  as  due 
plaintiflE  for  work  on  the  logs,  and  on  the  theory  that*  one  of 
the  joint  employers  alone  could  terminate  their  relations 
with  the  scaler,  if  dissatisfied  with  him,  moved  the  court  to 
direct  a  verdict  in  plaintiff's  favor  for  $11.52,  and  that  it 
was  a  lienable  claim  on  the  lumber  as  prayed  for  in  the 
complaint.  The  motion  was  overruled,  the  court  holding 
that  neither  of  the  joint  employers  could  discharge  plaintiff 
without  consent  of  the  other,  hence  that  he  was  entitled  to 
full  wages,  at  $120  per  month,  up  to  October  4, 1896,  less 
what  had  been  paid  him.  The  court  submitted  the  case  to 
the  jury,  but  in  effect,  by  the  charge,  directed  a  verdict  for 
plaintiff  for  $204  and  interest,  making  in  all  $216.92,  and 
that  it  was  a  lienable  claim.  Judgment  was  rendered  accord- 
ingly, from  which  this  appeal  was  taken. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Tomkms  <&  MerriU^ 
and  oral  argument  by  Oeo.  F.  Merrill. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Lamorevxe  cfe  Shea^ 
and  oral  argument  by  W.  F.  Shea. 

Maeshall,  J.  Assuming  the  view  of  the  learned  trial 
court  to  be  right,  that  plaintiff,  under  the  terms  of  the  log 
sale  contract,  became  the  employee  of  the  parties  thereto 
the  same  in  all  respects  as  if  they  had  personally  jointly 
employed  him  instead  of  his  having  been  designated  as 
scaler  by  the  mutual  agent,  Cochran,  and  that  neither  of  the 
joint  employers,  without  consent  of  the  other,  could  termi- 
nate the  contract  of  employment, —  and  such  is  obviously 
true  if  the  familiar  principle  applies  that  consent  of  parties 
to  a  contract  is  as  essential  to  terminate  it  as  to  make  it, — 
still  that  does  not  militate  against  the  power  of  any  party 
to  a  contract  once  made,  to  commit  a  breach  of  it  and  make 
himself  liable  in  damages  therefor,  to  be  assessed  according 
to  familiar  rules  governing  such  a  situation.  If,  according 
to  the  court's  construction  of  the  contract,  it  was  not  termi- 
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nated  by  the  conduct  of  the  South  Shore  Lvmber  Compcmy^ 
it  was'  breached  by  such  conduct.  Thereafter  plaintiff  did 
not  perform  any  work  under  the  contract.  He  was  not  per- 
mitted to  do  so.  His  cause  of  action,  if  he  had  one,  was  not 
for  wages  earned  for  work  done,  but  for  damages  for  loss 
of  opportunity  to  labor  and  earn  wages.  In  assessing  such 
damages,  the  limit  was  such  damages  as  could  reasonably 
have  been  considered  to  have  been  in  contemplation  by  the 
parties,  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract,  as  the  probable 
result  of  the  breach  of  it.  No  principle  of  law  applicable 
to  contracts  is  better  settled  than  that.  Guetzkow  Bros,  Co. 
V.  A.  H.  Andrews  <&  Co.  92  Wis.  214;  Bradley  v.  CI,  M.  <& 
St.  P.  R.  Co.  94  Wis.  44.  Applying  that  principle  to  the 
facts  of  this  case,  it  is  readily  seen  that  the  damages  reason- 
ably in  contemplation  of  the  parties  at  the  making  of  the 
contract  in  the  situation  indicated,  did  not  exceed  the  time 
it  would  ordinarily  have  taken  to  have  scaled  the  logs  in  the 
general  course  of  business.  The  idea  that  it  included  several 
months'  time,  waiting  around,  watching  for  an  opportunity 
to  do  work  that  plaintiff  was  notified  he  would  not  be  per- 
mitted to  do,  is  quite  novel,  and  cannot  be  sustained  as  good 
law.  The  learned  court  misconceived  the  rights  of  plaintiff 
under  the  circumstances,  even  upon  the  construction  of  the 
contract  that  was  supposed  to  rule  the  case,  in  holding  that 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  wages  for  work  under  a  contract 
instead  of  damages  for  not  being  permitted  to  work.  That 
grew  out  of  failing  to  distinguish  between  terminating  a 
contract  and  committing  a  breach  of  it.  The  South  Shore 
Lumber  Company  could  not  terminate  the  contract  of  hiring 
without  the  consent  of  the  joint  employer,  if  the  principle 
applies  to  the  situation  stated  before  in  this  opinion,  but 
either  joint  party  could  commit  a  breach  of  it,  rendering 
both  such  parties  liable  in  damages  to  plaintiff;  and  upon 
settlement  between  such  joint  employers,  the  one  at  fault 
would  be  chargeable  with  the  loss. 
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It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that  the  judgment 
must  be  reversed  in  any  event,  as  it  clearly  appears  that  the 
time  it  would  probably  have  taken  plaintiff  to  have  done 
the  work  he  was  prevented  from  doing  does  not  exceed 
twenty  or  thirty  days.  Further,  plaintLflf  was  not  entitled  to 
a  lien  judgment  except  for  the  time  he  worked  on  the  logs, 
lienable  claims  under  the  statute  do  not  include  damages 
for  breach  of  contract,  but  wages  earned  under  contract  of 
the  kind  of  work  mentioned  in  the  statute.  The  same  rule 
.applies  to  lienable  claims  on  logs  and  lumber  under  sec. 
3329,  E.  S.  1878,  as  on  buildings  under  sees.  3314,  3315. 
Siebreckt  v.  Hoga/rij  99  Wis.  437. 

It  is  further  considered  that  the  judgment  must  be  re- 
versed for  misconstruction  of  the  log  sale  contract  on  the 
subject  of  whether  one  of  the  joint  employers  possessed  au- 
thority to  discharge  plaintiff  without  consent  of  the  other. 
The  learned  trial  court  held  that  the  express  language  of 
the  contract,  giving  to  each  party  the  right  to  insist  on  a 
change  of  scalers,  referred  only  to  the  scaler  mutually  agreed 
upon,  and  not  to  the  one  designated  by  Cochran.'  The  idea 
in  the  judicial  mind  seems  to  have  been  that  however  un- 
satisfactory to  a  party  the  scaler  appointed  by  one  method 
might  be,  such  party  was  powerless  to  obtain  any  relief, 
while  in  case  of  a  scaler  appointed  by  another  method  such 
party  could  insist  upon  his  discharge  at  any  time  in  the 
event  of  his  being  unsatisfactory.  That  construction  is  too 
unreasonable  to  be  adopted  if  the  language  of  the  contract 
will  reasonably  admit  of  another  that  does  not  involve  the 
infirmity  suggested.  It  is  considered  that  it  does  admit  of 
such  other  construction,  or,  to  state  it  more  accurately,  that 
the  plain,  unmistakable  meaning  of  the  language  used  by 
the  parties  is  that  each  party  was  given  authority  to  insist 
upon  a  change  of  scalers  when  dissatisfied  with  one  pre- 
viously appointed,  and  without  regard  to  the  method  of  ap- 
Vou  102—19 
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pointment.  The  language  in  that  regard  is  general,  as  fol- 
lows: "  If  the  scale  of  any  person  selected  under  this  contract 
to  make  said  scale  shall  prove  unsatisfactory  to  either  party, 
then  such  party  shall  have  the  right  to  insist  upon  a  change 
of  scalers,  and  a  new  scaler  shall  be  appointed."  The  lan- 
guage, considered  by  itself,  or  with  its  context,  does  not 
reasonably  admit  of  an  exception.  If  the  parties  intended 
to  deprive  themselves  of  the  power  to  severally  insist  upon 
the  discharge  of  a  scaler  designated  by  Cochran,  and  retain 
such  power  in  case  of  one  mutually  agreed  upon,  it  was  very^ 
easy  to  have  said  so ;  but  they  did  not  so  say.  On  the  con- 
trary they  reserved,  without  exception,  the  power  to  sever- 
ally insist  upon  a  change  of  scalers,  and  when  plaintiff  ac- 
cepted the  appointment  by  Cochran  he  became  a  party  to 
that  arrangement.  Hence  when  the  South  Shore  iMinber 
Compwrty  notified  him  that  his  services  were  no  longer 
wanted  because  as  a  scaler  he  was  not  satisfactory  to  such 
company,  the  contract  of  employment  was,  by  its  plain 
terms,  terminated. 

There  are  other  matters  which  appear  by  the  record  proper 
for  mention,  though  not  necessarily  in  the  case.  It  does  not 
appear  that  any  rate  of  wages  was  expressly  agreed  upon 
with  plaintiff.  For  aught  that  appears,  his  compensation 
for  the  time  he  actually  worked  was  limited  to  the  reason- 
able value  of  his  services  according  to  the  going  wages  for 
that  kind  of  work.  Cochran  had  no  authority  whatever  to 
do  more  than  merely  to  designate  the  scaler.  That  act 
brought  plaintiff  into  contract  relations  with  the  parties  to 
the  log  sale  contract  and  entitled  him  to  going  wages  for 
work  performed  while  it  continued,  and  damages  for  the 
breach  of  it  on  the  same  basis,  unless  diminished  by  wages 
he  had,  or  reasonably  might  have,  earned  elsewhere.  Of 
course,  if  Cochran  agreed  with  plaintiff  as  to  the  amount  of 
his  wages,  and  that  was  consented  to  by  the  joint  employers, 
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it  was  binding  upon  them ;  but  he  had  no  authority  to  do 
that  by  anything  contained  in  the  written  contract.  It  is 
quite  probable  that  on  the  evidence  alone  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  a  verdict  at  all,  for  he  testified  that  the  time  he 
claimed  wages  for  was  between  July  14th  and  October  4th, 
during  which  time  he  did  not  perform  any  labor,  and  before 
which  he  was  rightfully  discharged.  But  the  complaint 
covers  from  June  12th  to  July  14th,  and  defendant's  counsel 
admitted  $11.52v  due  plaintiff  for  work  performed  during 
such  time,  and  moved  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict  accord- 
ingly. The  denial  of  such  motion  under  the  circumstances 
was  error,  but  this  being  a  jury  case,  and  there  being  no 
verdict  upon  which  a  judgment  can  be  rendered,  there  must 
be  a  new  trial  in  accordance  with  the  uniform  practice  in 
such  circumstances. 

By  tJie  Court. —  The  judgment  appealed  from  is  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 
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February  1— -February  XI,  1899, 

Flats  of  land:  Dedication  of  streets:  Acceptance:  Injury  from  defective 
sidewcUk  buUt  by  private  individual:  Notice  of  defects:  Contribu- 
tory negligence. 

1.  On  the  recorded  plat  of  an  unincorporated  TiUage,  at  the  easterly 
end  of  a  street  running  a  little  north  of  east,  a  triangular  piece  of 
ground  was  left  uninolosed,  within  the  limits  of  the  plat  but  ad- 
joining a  quarter-6ection  line  which  was  its  northern  boundary. 
AU  parallel  streets  were  left  open  at  their  easterly  ends,  indicating 
an  intention  to  have  them  connect  with  the  streets  of  additions  to 
be  made  on  that  side;  and  for  that  purpose  the  triangle  in  ques- 
tion would  be  necessary.  Held,  that  the  triangle  was  dedicated  as 
I)art  of  the  street 
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2L  a  resolution  of  the  town  board  ordering  such  street  to  be  opened  up 
for  trafiOlo  to  its  easterly  end,  followed  by  working  of  portions 
thereof,  constituted  an  acceptance  by  the  town  of  that  street,  in- 
cluding the  triangle. 

8.  The  presence,  in  a  public  street,  of  a  sidewalk  largely  traveled  by 
the  public  for  some  months  before  an  accident  thereon,  rendered 
the  town  responsible  for  its  defects,  although  it  was  originally  con- 
structed by  a  private  individual  and  for  private  use. 

4  Ejiowledge  on  the  part  of  the  proper  authorities  of  the  generally  de- 
fective and  rotten  condition  of  a  sidewalk  does  not  charge  them 
with  notice  of  a  specific  defect  alleged  to  have  caused  an  injury, 
where  such  specific  defect  was  of  a  different  kind  and  in  no  way 
connected  with  the  generally  defective  condition. 

6^  If,  in  this  case,  the  defect  causing  plaintiff's  injury  was  a  part  of  or 
included  in  the  generally  defective  condition  of  the  sidewalk,  it 
was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether,  in  view  of  his  familiarity 
with  such  condition,  he  was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence 
in  failing  to  exercise  greater  precaution  against  injury  thereby. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Vilas 
county:  Chas.  V.  Babdben,  Circuit  Judge.    Heversed. 

The  plaintiff  was  injured  on  April  19, 1895,  upon  a  certain 
board  walk  within  the  limits  of  the  unincorporated  village 
of  Minocqua.    The  north  limit  of  the  recorded  plat  of  said 
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village  was  a  quarter-section  line,  which  ran  at  an  angle  of 
8°  65'  with  the  east  and  west  street  and  block  lines.  Along 
the  northerly  side  of  said  plat  was  Front  street,  running  east 
and  west.  One  of  the  north  and  south  streets  was  Chippewa 
street.  The  point  of  intersection  of  the  center  lines  of  Chip- 
pewa street  and  Front  street  would  have  been  almost  upon 
this  quarter-section  line, —  distant  perhaps  two  or  three  feet 
to  the  north  and  outside  of  it.  The  quarter-section  line  in- 
tersected the  line  of  the  north  lot  on  the  east  side  of  Chip- 
pewa street  (lot  2,  block  4)  at  a  point  about  113  feet  east  of 
the  east  line  of  said  street,  thus  leaving  a  triangle  to  the 
north  of  that  lot,  about  twenty-five  feet  base  on  the  extended 
east  line  of  Chippewa  street,  and  running  baok  to  a  point 
about  118  feet  east  of  it.  The  center  line  of  Front  street, 
which  is  shown  upon  said  plat  in  accordance  with  law,  does 
not  extend  eastward  beyond  the  intersection  of  the  center 
line  of  Chippewa  street,  and  it  appeared  that  there  was  no 
use,  other  than  by  this  walk,  made  of  the  vacant  ground 
north  of  said  lot  2  for  the  purposes  of  a  street.  In  1890  the 
town  board  resolved  that  Front  street  be  opened  up  to  trafl5o 
from  Oneida  street,  running  east,  to  the  end  of  the  street. 
No  work  was  ever  done  east  of  Chippewa  street.  On  said 
lot  2,  and  flush  with  the  north  line  thereof,  was  an  hotel, 
about  seventy  feet  deep,  known  as  the  Briggs  House.  Along 
the  north  line  of  that  hotel  was  built  by  its  proprietor,  about 
four  years  before  the  accident,  the  board  walk  in  question, 
for  the  purpose  of  access  to  the  rear  of  said  hotel  and  the 
stables  and  conveniences  there  situated.  The  land  north  of 
the  quarter-section  line  was  unoccupied  government  land. 
In  the  year  1894  a  saloon  was  built  some  distance  to  the 
eastward  and  on  this  unoccupied  government  land,  which 
was  much  resorted  to,  and  the  proprietor  of  that  saloon  built 
a  board  walk  therefrom  to  connect  with  the  walk  in  question. 
The  place  of  injury  was  by  the  side  of  the  hotel,  and  between 
thirty-five  and  sixty-three  feet  east  of  the  east  line  of  Chip- 


294  SUPREME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.         [102 

McHugh  vs.  Town  of  Minocqua. 

pewa  street  The  walk  at  that  place  had  originally  been 
built  of  inch  boards,  and  for  a  long  time  had  been  generally 
rotten  and  in  bad  condition,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  town 
authorities. 

The  plaintiff  on  the  occasion  in  question,  at  9  o'clock  in 
the  evening  of  a  moonless  night,  passed  down  said  sidewalk, 
with  which  he  had  been  familiar  for  a  long  time,  on  his  way 
to  said  saloon,  giving  no  thought  to  the  condition  of  the 
walk.  Near  the  rear  end  of  the  hotel  he  stepped  into  a  hole 
occasioned  by  the  breaking  out  of  an  eight-inch  board  a  space 
about  ten  inches  long,  which  hole  was  unknown  to  him  and 
had  been  there  only  a  day  or  two,  and  received  substantial 
injury^  for  which  he  brought  suit.  The  court  substantially 
directed  a  verdict  for  plaintiff,  submitting  only  the  question 
of  damages.  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  from  which  defendant 
appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  D,  E.  Biordcm^  at- 
torney, and  John  Ba/mea^  of  counsel,  and  oral  argument  by 
Mr,  Ba/mes. 

A.  W.  Shdtonj  for  the  respondent. 

Dodge,  J.  The  errors  assigned  are :  First,  that  the  court 
erred  in  taking  from  the  jury  the  question  of  the  plaintiff's 
contributory  negligence ;  second,  the  court  erred  in  holding, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  defendant  town  had  notice  of 
the  defect  which  caused  the  injury;  third,  the  court  erred 
in  holding,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  accident  occurred 
within  the  limits  of  a  highway. 

1.  Logically,  the  third  assignment  should  be  considered 
first,  as  its  decision  in  accordance  with  the  contention  of 
the  defendant  would  be  final  of  the  case.  A  careful  exam- 
ination of  the  plat  convinces  us  that  the  triangle  left  unin- 
closed  on  the  north  side  of  lot  2  in  block  4  is  l^hereby  dedi- 
cated as  a  part  of  Front  street.  The  extension  of  the  north 
line  of  that  street  for  some  200  feet  beyond  this  point,  the 
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noninclostire  of  the  end  of  the  street,  and  the  fact  that  all 
of  the  other  east  and  west  streets  are  left  open  on  the  east, 
all  indicate  expectation  on  the  part  of  the  platter  that  ad- 
ditions were  likely  to  be  made  on  that  side,  and  that  streets 
in  such  additions  woold  connect  with  the  streets  on  this 
plat.  For  that  purpose  the  triangle  in  question  would  be 
'necessary.  Being  so  dedicated,  we  think  the  fair  construc- 
tion of  the  resolution  of  the  town  board  ordering  Front  street, 
amongst  others,  to  be  "  opened  up  for  traffic "  for  its  full 
extent,  followed  by  working  of  portions  thereof,  constitutes 
an  acceptance  by  the  town  of  that  street,  inclusive  of  this  tri- 
angle. The  very  slightest  application  of  geometrical  or 
trigonometrical  computation  to  the  known  angles  and  dis- 
tances establishes  that  at  the  point  of  the  injury,  from  thirty- 
five  to  sixty-three  feet  east  of  Chippewa  street,  the  northerly 
line  of  this  triangle  was  more  than  eight  feet  distant  from 
the  north  line  of  the  lot,  so  that  the  entire  sidewalk  was 
within  the  triangle,  and  therefore  within  the  street.  If  the 
locus  in  quo  was  a  public  street,  the  presence  there  of  a 
walk,  which  was  largely  traveled  by  the  public  for  some 
months  before  the  accident,  imposes  upon  the  town  the  usual 
responsibility  for  its  defects,  notwithstanding  it  was  origi- 
nally constructed  by  a  private  individual  and  for  private  use. 
Luck  V.  Eipon^  52  Wis.  196,  199.  The  circuit  court  was 
right  in  holding  the  place  of  the  accident  to  be  within  the 
street. 

2.  The  first  and  second  assignments  of  error  mingle  with 
each  other,  and  may  well  be  considered  together.  There  is 
evidence  establishing  a  generally  defective  and  rotten  con- 
dition of  the  sidewalk,  of  which  condition  the  town  officers 
had  knowledge.  There  is  also  evidence  that  the  specific  de- 
fect which  caused  the  injury  was  the  breaking  out  of  a  por- 
tion of  a  single  board.  The  evidence,  however,  is  not  at  all 
conclusive  as  to  whether  this  specific  defect  was  in  any  way 
connected  with  the  generally  defective  condition.    While  it 
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is  undoubtedly  the  law  that  if  the  defect  causing  the  injury 
is  a  part  of,  or  included  in,  the  generally  defective  condition 
of  a  walk,  such  specific  defect  need  not  be  brought  to  the 
notice  of  the  town,  yet  it  is  also  true  that  there  may  be  spe- 
cific defects,  causing  injury,  not  so  connected  with  the  gen- 
eral condition  that  the  town  would  be  chargeable  with 
notice  thereof  from  its  general  knowledge.  SuUivcm  v.  Oshr 
Tcosh^  55  Wis.  511;  Spearbraoher  v.  Larrahee^  64  "Wis.  573; 
ShoAJo  V.  Sun  Prairie^  74  Wis,  105;  Bergevin  v.  Chippewa 
Falls,  82  Wis.  505. 

In  substantially  all  of  these  cases  the  defective  condition 
consisted  in  rottenness  and  resulting  looseness  of  boards^ 
and  the  specific  defect  was  that  a  single  board  became  loose 
because  of  rottenness, —  exactly  in  line  with  the  general 
condition  known  to  the  public  officers,  and  which  would 
have  been  prevented  had  the  general  condition  been  prop- 
erly treated.  In  Bergevin  v,  Chippewa  FaUs^  on  the  other 
hand,  the  sidewalk  was  known  to  be  defective  in  the  vicin- 
ity of  the  injury,  but  the  known  defects  differed  in  kind 
from  the  specific  defect  causing  the  injury.  The  court  held 
that  knowledge  of  the  one  kind  of  defects  did  not  charge 
the  defendant  with  notice,  in  law,  of  the  others. 

In  the  case  at  bar  we  only  know  that  a  part  of  a  board 
was  broken  out, —  whether  by  reason  of  rottenness  or  other 
fault  of  the  kind  characterizing  the  walk  in  general,  or  by 
accident  or  design,  not  inconsistent  with  its  entire  sound- 
ness and  sufficiency,  we  are  not  informed.  Indeed,  so  far 
as  appears  by  the  evidence,  this  specific  defect  might  have 
existed  at  the  time  of  the  accident  if  the  town  officers  had 
two  days  before  gone  over  the  entire  walk  with  due  car© 
and  replaced  every  rotten  piece  with  a  sound  one.  If  this 
defect  were  of  the  latter  sort,  it  having  existed  for  only  a 
day  or  two,  no  presumption  in  law  of  notice  to  the  board 
would  result.  It  therefore  should  have  been  submitted  to 
the  jury  to  say  whether  the  defect  causing  the  injury  was  a 
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part  of,  or  due  to,  the  generally  defective  'condition  of  the 
walk.  If  it  was  not,  the  question  should  have  been  submit- 
ted to  the  jury  whether  the  town  officers  had  notice,  either 
actual  or  constructive,  of  its  existence. 

If,  however,  the  specific  defect  causing  the  injury  was  so 
included  within  the  generally  defective  and  rotten  condition 
of  the  walk  that  it  could  be  said  that  the  undisputed  evi- 
dence established  notice  thereof  to  the  town  officers,  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  question  of  the  plaintiff's  contributory 
negligence  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury.  He  is 
shown  to  have  been  a  marshal  or  policeman  until  within  a 
few  days  before  the  accident,  and  for  six  months  prior 
thereto.  His  duties  during  all  of  that  period  had  required 
frequent  travel  over  this  walk.  He  had  noticed  holes  therein, 
and  he  was  entirely  familiar  therewith.  The  general  con- 
dition shown  to  exist  was  such  as  could  not  have  escaped 
the  notice  of  one  so  familiar  with  it,  and,  if  that  general 
condition  was  such  as  to  justify  the  expectation  of  the  spe- 
cific defect  in  question,  he  was  chargeable,  as  well  as  the 
town,  with  the  duty  of  anticipating  its  possible  existence; 
and  ordinary  care  on  his  part  would  require  him  to  exercise 
precaution  against  being  injured  thereby.  Grimm  v.  Wash/- 
ium^  100  Wis.  229.  His  own  testimony  shows  conduct  at 
least  justifying  two  opinions  as  to  whether  it  was  consistent 
with  ordinary  care.  He  testifies  that,  if  his  mind  had  been 
on  the  subject,  he  could  have  seen  such  a  hole  by  looking 
out  for  it,  but  that  he  never  gave  it  a  thought,  though  noth- 
ing occurred  to  divert  his  attention.  It  appears  to  us,  there- 
fore, that  upon  the  only  theory  upon  which  it  could  be  said, 
as  matter  of  law,  that  the  town  had  notice  of  the  defect,  the 
plaintiff's  conduct  was  such  that  the  question  of  his  contrib- 
utory negligence  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury. 

£y  the  Court —  Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 

Babdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 
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Stadleb,  Appellant,  yb.  Smith>  and  another,  Eespondents. 

February  t^February  tl,  1899. 

Oamishment:  Money  deposited  on  toager:  Evidence* 

In  garnishment  prooeedings,  evidence  that  as  to  money  deposited  by 
the  defendant  with  the  garnishee  the  latter  was  stakeholder  on  a 
wager,  and  that  the  defendant  had  no  beneficial  interest  therein 
but  had  acted  as  agent  for  another  in  making  the  deposit,  was  ad* 
missible  as  against  the  objection  that  the  garnishee  could  not  piove 
an  illegal  transaction  as  a  foundation  for  a  defensa 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Marathon 
county:  Chas.  V.  Babdbkn,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

This  action  involves  less  than  $100,  and  comes  here  upon 
certificate  of  the  circuit  judge.  The  facts  certified  are  in 
substance  as  follows :  Stadler  had  a  valid  judgment  against 
Brmik  for  $72.50,  and  issued  execution  thereon,  and  com- 
menced garnishee  proceedings  nnder  sec.  2763,  R.  S.  1878. 
Both  Smith  and  the  garnishee  defendant,  Orouty  answered 
in  the  garnishee  action,  alleging  that  on  the  23d  of  October, 
1896,  the  defendant  Smith  and  one  Sennott  each  deposited 
$100  with  Orout^  as  stakeholder,  on  a  bet  that  McKinley 
would  get  100,000  more  votes  than  Bryan  in  Illinois,  Smith 
having  the  affirmative  side  of  the  bet;  but  that  Smith  did 
not  own  the  money  bet,  but  made  the  bet  simply  as  agent 
for  one  Milroy,  and  that  Sennott  acted  simply  as  agent  for 
another  person.  The  garnishee  further  answered,  alleging 
that  Sennott,  Tfovember  6, 1896,  gave  written  notice  to  the 
bank  of  which  Orout  was  cashier,  releasing  all  claim  which 
he  had  to  the  money  deposited,  and  directing  payment 
thereof  to  Smith;  that  McKinley  did  in  fact  receive  100,000 
more  votes  than  Bryan  in  Illinois ;  and  that,  before  the  gar- 
nishment action  was  commenced,  Sennott  notified  the  gar- 
nishee that  he  withdrew  the  release  and  declared  the  wager 
off,  and  demanded  that  he,  the  garnishee,  return  to  him  the 
$100  which  he  had  deposited;   and,  further,  that  Milroy 
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claims  the  $100  deposited  by  Smithy  and  also  the  $100  de- 
posited by  Sennott,  as  winner  of  the  wager.  The  garnishee 
submits  the  question  of  his  liability  to  the  court  upon  these 
facts. 

The  plaintiffs  evidence  showed  that  on  October  23, 1896, 
Smith  and  Sennott  came  to  the  garnishee,  and  each  left  with 
him  $100  in  currency,  which  he  placed  in  his  own  personal 
safety-deposit  vault  with  a  memorandum  which  he  made  at 
the  time,  and  that  he  claims  no  interest  in  the  money  him- 
self; that  on  November  6, 1896,  there  was  delivered  to  him 
a  written  direction  from  Sennott,  directed  to  the  First  Na- 
tional Bank,  directing  the  bank  to  pay  all  of  the  money  to 
Smith;  that  the  reason  that  he  kept  the  identical  funds  in  his 
own  deposit  box,  instead  of  depositing  them  to  his  own  credit 
in  the  bank,  was  because  Smith  and  Sennott  told  him  that 
it  was  a  bet,  and  that  he  was  to  hold  it  until  the  bet  was 
decided.  Upon  cross-examination,  the  garnishee  was  allowed 
to  testify,  against  objection  and  exception,  to  all  the  facts 
alleged  in  his  answer,  except  as  to  the  ownership  of  the 
money  and  Milroy's  claim  thereto.  The  garnishee  and  the 
defendant  were  allowed,  as  witnesses  on  their  own  behalf, 
and  against  the  plaintiff's  objection,  to  prove  all  the  facts 
set  up  in  the  answer,  showing  that  the  money  deposited  was 
deposited  upon  the  bet,  and  that  the  money  put  up  by  Smith 
in  fact  belonged  to  Milroy,  and  that  put  up  by  Sennott  was 
deposited  as  agent  for  another.  The  trial  court  found  that 
the  money  deposited  by  Sennott  was  not  his  money,  and  that 
the  money  deposited  by  Smith  was  the  money  of  Milroy,  and 
that  Smith  had  no  interest  therein  or  in  the  result  of  the 
wager,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  garnishee. 

The  circuit  judge  certifies  the  following  questions :  "  First, 
was  the  testimony  showing  that  Smith  and  Sennott  acted  as 
agents  for  others,  and  had  no  beneficial  interest  in  the  money 
deposited  by  them  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishee,  competent 
and  proper  to  be  considered  by  the  court,  under  the  circum- 
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stances  stated  ?  Second,  was  the  testimony  showing  that 
the  money  deposited  with  the  garnishee  was  deposited  with 
him  as  stakeholder  of  said  Avager  competent  to  be  considered 
by  the  court,  under  the  circumstances  stated  ?  Third,  was 
the  attempt  of  Sennott  to  withdraw  the  notice  to  the  gar- 
nishee, and  to  declare  the  bet  oflf,  coupled  with  a  demand  for 
the  money,  suflScient  in  law  to  entitle  him  to  a  return  of  the 
money  ?  " 

For  the  appellants  there  were  briefs  by  Mylrea^  MarcheUi 
<&  Bird,  and  oral  argument  by  C  JS.  Bird. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  JSycm^  Surley  & 
Jones^  and  oral  argument  by  T.  G.  Ryam. 

WmsLow,  J.  If  the  garnishee  was  liable  at  all,  it  was  be- 
cause he  had  some  of  Smithes  money  in  his  hands  or  was 
indebted  to  Smith.  E.  S.  1878,  sec.  2768.  When  the  plaint- 
iff had  shown  that  there  was  money  in  the  garnishee's  hands 
which  Smith  had  placed  there,  and  which  the  garnishee  did 
not  himself  claim  to  own,  he  rested  his  case,  and  strenuously 
objected  to  any  proof  tending  to  show  that  the  money, 
though  deposited  by  Smith,  in  fact  belonged  to  Milroy,  be- 
cause he  says  the  garnishee  cannot  prove  an  illegal  transac- 
tion as  a  foundation  for  a  defense. 

The  objection  was  properly  overruled.  The  plaintiff  stood 
in  no  better  position  than  Smith,  If  Smith  could  not  re- 
cover against  Orout,  then  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover.  Smith 
could  not  recover  of  Orout  the  money  which  was  bet  by 
Sennott,  because  the  statute  prohibits  such  a  recovery;  he 
could  not  recover  the  money  deposited  by  himself,  because 
it  belonged  to  Milroy,  and  this  fact  may  always  be  shown. 
Harnden  v.  Melhy,  90  Wis.  6.  The  plaintiflPs  objection  to 
the  evidence  is  based  on^  a  misconception.  Neither  Smith 
nor  Orout  is  trying  to  make  title  to  the  money  by  means 
of  an  illegal  transaction;  but  the  nature  of  the  transaction 
is  shown,  not  to  enforce  it  or  use  it  to  found  title  upon,  but, 
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in  effect,  to  set  it  aside  and  show  to  whom  the  money  by 
law  belongs.    No  rule  of  evidence  prohibits  this. 

The  first  two  questions  submitted  are  answered  in  the 
affirmative;  and,  as  these  answers  dispose  of  the  case,  the 
third  question  is  left  unanswered. 

By  the  Court. — It  is  so  ordered,  and  the  judgment  is  af- 
firmed. 


Basdeen,  J.,  took  no  part 


BsLYBA,  Appellant^  vs.  Tomahawk  Fafes  Ss  Pulp  Company, 

Respondent. 

February  t— -February  tl,  1899. 

Constitutional  law:  Vested  rights:  Statutory  rights:  Conditions  pre- 
cedent: Limitation  of  actions:  Heasonableness  of  time:  Injuries 
through  negligence, 

1.  A  right  by  statute  to  compensation  for  injuries  can  be  granted 
upon  condition,  or  the  condition  changed  as  to  existing  situations, 
or  the  right  taken  away  entirely,  in  the  discretion  of  the  legisla- 
turOi  Such  rights  are  not  the  subject  of  constitutional  protection, 
but  depend  solely  upon  the  legislative  will. 

2l  a  statute  adding  some  new  condition  to  the  statutory  right  to  com- 
X)ensation  for  an  injury,  is  not  a  statute  of  limitations  affecting  a 
mere  remedy,  like  a  statute  of  limitations  strictly  so  caUed,  but  a 
law  acting  upon  a  rights  solely  under  legislative  control 

&  A  statutory  condition  in  the  nature  of  a  limitation  upon  the  en- 
forcement of  a  common-law  right,  such  as  the  right  of  recovery 
for  injuries  to  an  employee  attributable  to  actionable  negligence 
of  the  master,  is  a  statute  of  limitations  and  does  not  apply  to 
rights  existing  at  the  time  of  its  passage,  as  to  which  a  reasonable 
time  is  not  left  after  such  passage  to  comply  with  such  condition. 

4  A  statute  of  limitations  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  an  action  applies  to  it  in  the  absence  of  anything  in  the 
act,  or  any  other  law,  to  the  contrary. 
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6.  If  a  statute  of  limitations  does  not  recognize  existing  rights  and 

provide  a  reasonable  time  for  their  enforcement,  it  is  void  as  to 
them  under  the  inhibition  of  the  national  constitution  as  to  laws 
impairing  the  obligations  of  contracts  or  taking  property  without 
due  process  of  law. 
6L  I(  in  a  statute  of  limitations,  a  time  be  allowed  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  existing  rights  regardless  of  it,  that  time  will  be  deemed 
conclusively  reasonable  unless  the  contrary  appears  beyond  a  rea- 
sonable doubt 

7.  II!^  in  a  new  statute  of  limitations,  a  time  be  not  allowed  for  the  en- 

forcement of  existing  rights  regardless  of  such  statute,  it  will  not 
apply  to  such  rights,  unless  the  time  left  for  the  enforcement 
thereof,  by  the  situation  of  the  parties,  judicially  appears  reason- 
able, which  determination  must  be  made  having  regard  to  the  facts 
of  eachcasa 

S,  A  statute  creating  a  condition  precedent  to  the  enforcement  of  the 
common-law  right  to  damages  for  bodily  injuries  attributable  to 
actionable  negligence,  containing  no  saving  clause  as  to  existing 

'  claims  of  that  character,  in  effect  extinguishing  a  claim  as  to 
which  the  new  conditions  shall  not  have  been  complied  with  be- 
fore the  expiration  of  a  year  after  the  injury,  does  not  apply  to 
the  claim  of  a  minor  existing  at  the  time  the  new  statute  went 
into  effect,  who  had  but  sixty-one  days  thereafter  within  which  to 
comply  with  it. 
[Syllabus  by  Mab.shat.t»  J.] 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Lincoln 
county:  Chas.  V.  Babdeen,  Circuit  Judge.    JSeversed. 

Action  to  recover  compensation  for  a  bodily  injury  re- 
ceived by  plaintiff  while  in  the  employ  of  the  defendant, 
alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  actionable  negligence  for 
which  defendant  is  responsible.  The  facts  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint were  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  unless 
ch.  304,  Laws  of  1897,  applies.  It  contains  the  following: 
"  No  action  to  recover  damages  for  an  injury  to  the  person 
shall  be  maintained  unless,  within  one  year  after  the  happen- 
ing of  the  event  causing  such  damages,  notice  in  writing 
signed  by  the  party  damaged,  his  agent  or  attorney,  shall  be 
served  upon  the  person  or  corporation  by  whom  it  is  claimed 
such  damage  was  caused,  stating  the  time  and  place  where 
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such  damage  occurred,  a  brief  description  of  the  injuries,  the 
manner  in  which  they  were  received  and  the  grounds  upon 
which  claim  is  made,  and  that  satisfaction  thereof  is  claimed 
of  such  person  or  corporation."  Plaintiff  received  his  injury 
in  1896,  leaving  only  sixty-one  days  after  the  act  of  1897  to 
serve  a  notice  as  required  thereby.  He  did  not  attain  his  ma- 
jority or  commence  his  action  or  serve  the  notice  till  the 
expiration  of  the  year  after  the  injury  occurred.  He  was 
twenty-one  years  of  age  July  3, 1897,  and  the  injury  occurred 
June  28, 1896.  All  the  facts  stated  appear  by  the  complaint. 
Defendant  demurred  to  the  complaint  for  want  of  facts  dis- 
closed thereby  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The 
demurrer  was  sustained,  and  plaintiff  appealed. 

For  the  appellant  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief  of 
J,  G.  Kerwvn, 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  A.  H,  Woodworthj 
attorney,  and  Curtis^  Heid  dk  Smithy  of  counsel,  and  oral  argu- 
ment by  A.  H.  Beid. 

Mabshall,  J.  The  sole  question  presented  here  is.  Was 
plaintiff's  cause  of  action  extinguished  by  the  failure  to 
serve  a  notice  under  ch.  304,  Laws  of  1897  ?  The  learned 
trial  court  decided  that  in  the  affirmative,  basing  his  con- 
clusion, probably,  on  Plttm  v.  Fond  du  Lac^  61  Wis.  393 ; 
Eeed  v.  Madison^  83  Wis.  171.  They  were  cases  involving 
the  applicability  of  acts  of  the  legislature  adding  new  con- 
ditions precedent  to  the  statutory  right  to  compensation  for 
personal  injuries  received  on  public  highways  on  account  of 
the  insufficiency  thereof.  In  the  Plum  Case  the  time  left 
after  the  passage  of  the  act,  for  the  performance  of  the  new 
condition,  was  eighty  days,  and  in  the  Reed  Case  forty  days. 
The  acts  were  rightly  held  applicable  because  the  rights  af- 
fected were  purely  statutory.  While  the  rule  is  inflexible 
that  rights  not  dependent  on  statute  are  guaranteed  by  the 
national  constitution  against  impairment,  either  by  laws 
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aflfecting  existing  contracts  or  taking  property  without  due 
process  of  law,  mere  statutory  rights  may  be  conferred  upon 
such  conditions  as  in  the  wisdom  of  the  legislature  may 
seem  best,  and  the  conditions  may  be  changed  from  time  to 
time,  even  as  to  existing  rights,  or  such  rights  may  be  taken 
away  entirely,  at  the  legislative  will.  Such  rights  do  not 
come  within  the  constitutional  provision.  If  the  conditions 
requisite  to  their  existence  be  once  satisfied,  a  new  one  may 
be  added  as  in  the  two  cases  cited,  and  whether  the  time 
given  in  which  to  comply  with  it  be  long  or  short  is  a  mat- 
ter exclusively  of  legislative  discretion.  True,  there  is  lan- 
guage in  opinions,  treating  of  a  new  condition  respecting 
existing  statutory  rights,  indicating  an  idea  in  the  judicial 
mind  that  a  law  imposing  such  conditions  takes  effect  as  to 
such  rights  if  a  reasonable  length  of  time  be  left  for  the 
claimant  to  comply  with  it ;  but  the  real  ground  upon  which 
the  decisions  rest  is  that,  the  rights  being  statutory,  they 
are  entirely  the  subject  of  legislative  discretion. 

The  difference  between  a  statute  requiring  notice  to  be 
served,  as  for  example  sec.  1339,  E.  S.  1878,  as  a  condition 
of  a  right  to  damages  for  an  injury  through  failure  of  duty 
on  the  part  of  a  municipality  to  keep  its  highways  in  a  pnoper 
state  of  repair,  and  a  statute  requiring  such  a  notice  to  be 
served  as  a  condition  of  recovery  for  injuries  to  an  employee 
through  actionable  negligence  of  his  employer,  is  that  the 
former  is  a  condition  of  the  right  to  damages  and  the  remedy 
to  recover  the  same  as  well,  while  the  latter  is  a  condition 
acting  on  the  remedy  alone,  the  right  not  being  dependent 
on  the  statute  at  all.  Such  difference  is  well  defined  in  the 
books  and  universally  recognized.  In  Smith  v.  Cleodamd^  17 
Wis.  566,  it  is  said,  in  effect,  that  the  difference  between 
laws  that  the  legislature  may  change  at  will  and  those  which 
the  constitution  protects  from  interference  to  the  prejudice 
of  vested  rights,  is  that  under  the  former  the  right  is  de- 
pendent on  the  law,  and  under  the  latter  the  right  itself  is 
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independent  of  the  law.  The  subject  was  recently  discussed 
in  Schaefer  v.  Fond  du  Lac^  99  Wis.  333 ;  Danida  v,  liaciney 
98  Wis.  649,  where  it  is  said  that  a  right  given  by  statute 
may  be  changed  by  adding  new  conditions,  or  wholly  taken 
away  by  statute.  There,  as  in  most  cases  of  the  kind,  the 
right  of  action  was  spoken  of  as  synonymous  with  the  right 
itself,  and  properly  so.  If  the  distinction  be  not  kept  in 
mind  between  statutory  and  common-law  rights,  where  the 
court  speaks  regarding  a  condition  of  the  former  as  precedent 
to  a  right  of  action  therefor,  it  will  be  taken  as  meaning 
that  the  condition  is  in  the  nature  of  a  limitation  acting  on 
the  remedy  alone. 

From  what  has  been  said,  it  is  clear  that  the  rule  in  Plum 
V.  Fond  du  Lac^  and  similar  cases  where  the  right  acted  upon 
by  a  legislative  change  of  condition  upon  which  the  right 
depended  was  a  creature  of  statute,  does  not  apply  to  this 
case.  Plaintiff  had  a  right  to  compensation  for  his  injuries 
independent  of  the  statute.  He  was  entitled  to  six  years 
from  the  happening  of  the  injury  before  making  any  move 
to  enforce  such  right.  In  that  situation  ch.  304,  Laws  of  1897, 
was  passed,  which,  it  is  claimed,  extinguished  the  right  in 
sixty-one  days  after  its  passage  and  more  than  five  years 
before  it  would  have  been  extinguished  by  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations as  it  before  existed.  While  time  for  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  was  not  in  terms  changed,  the  condition 
precedent  to  such  commencement  had  that  effect,  rendering 
the  law  essentially  a  statute  of  limitations,  and  it  must  be  so 
treated.  • 

It  is  well  settled  that  it  is  within  legislative  power  to 
change  a  statute  of  limitations  regarding  the  remedy  for  the 
enforcement  of  existing  rights,  if  a  reasonable  time  be  al- 
lowed to  resort  to  existing  remedies,  or  a  reasonable  remedy 
be  provided,  to  enforce  such  rights.  A  statute  which  under- 
takes to  extinguish  rights  of  action  without  giving  such  op- 
portunity, is  not  deemed  a  statute  of  limitations,  but  an 
Vol.  102—20 
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arbitrary,  unlawful  impairment  of  a  constitutional  right.  It 
is  further  well  settled  that  what  is  a  reasonable,  time  is  a 
matter  largely  of  legislative  discretion.  If  such  discretion 
be  once  exercised  by  a  saving  clause  in  the  act  providing  for 
existing  causes  of  action,  that  is  controlling  unless,  mani- 
festly, the  time  be  unreasonable.  That  must  appear  beyond 
a  reasonable  doubt,  however,  in  order  to  justify  the  court  in 
condemning  the  law  as  unconstitutional.  Where  there  is  no 
saving  clause  in  the  act  and  it  thereby  appears  that  the  leg- 
islature did  not  consider  the  subject  at  all,  the  court  must 
apply  it,  or  not,  to  causes  of  action  existing  when  it  took 
effect  according  as  it  shall  judicially  appear  that  a  reasonable 
time  was  left  thereafter  for  the  plaintiff  to  commence  his 
action  or  perform  the  new  condition.  Subject  to  this  rule, 
the  statute  of  limitjitions  in  force  when  an  action  is  com- 
menced governs  in  the  absence  of  some  indication  therein, 
or  in  some  other  provision  of  law,  to  the  contrary.  Wood- 
hury  V,  Shacldeford^  19  Wis.  55 ;  Converse  v.  Burrows^  2  Minn. 
239;  Tolmd  v.  Wells,  59  Ind.  529. 

The  legal  principles  thus  far  mentioned  in  this  opinion  are 
deemed  to  be  too  elementary  to  warrant  any  extended  dis- 
cussion or  citation  of  authorities  in  support  of  them.  They 
may  be  stated  concisely  thus:  A  purely  statutory  right  may 
be,  by  the  power  conferring  it,  made  to  depend  upon  a  new 
condition,  or  taken  away  entirely.  A  statute  of  limitations, 
strictly  so  called,  operates  on  the  remedy  directly.  A  stat- 
ute changing  the  condition  of  a  right  of  action  for  damages 
given  by  statute,  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  such 
damages,  hence  acts  directly  on  the  right,  and  is  not  a  stat- 
ute of  limitations  in  the  ordinary  legal  sense  of  the  term. 
Such  rights  are  not  protected  against  impairment,  by  consti- 
tutional guaranties,  while  rights  which  exist  independent  of 
the  statute  are  so  protected.  A  law  changing  the  time  for, 
or  conditions  of,  the  enforcement  of  a  common-law  right,  is 
in  the  nature  of  a  statute  of  limitations  which,  if  of  such  a 
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ohai^oter  as  to  materially  aflfect  the  right  itself,  is  within  the 
inhibition  of  the  constitution  in  regard  to  the  passage  of  laws 
impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts  or  taking  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law.  A  change  in  the  law  as  to  the  time 
for  the  enforcement  of  existing  rights,  or  imposing  a  new 
condition  of  such  enforcement,  which  does  not  allow  a  rea- 
sonable time  within  which  to  commence  an  action  for  such 
enforcement  or  comply  with  the  new  condition,  is  within  the 
inhibition  mentioned  and  is  void  as  to  such  existing  rights, 
otherwise  valid.  If  a  time  be  specified  in  a  statute  of  lim- 
itations for  the  commencement  of  an  action  to  enforce  ex- 
isting rights,  or  to  comply  with  the  new  conditions  specified 
therein,  showing  that  the  legislature  exercised  its  judgment 
in  the  matter,  it  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  to 
examine  the  question  of  the  proper  exercise,  of  such  power, 
in  the  absence  of  a  clear  abuse  of  legislative  discretion  and 
disregard  of  constitutional  rights.  When  the  new  act  of  lim- 
itations does  not  provide  for  existing  causes  of  action,  yet 
uses  general  language  applicable  to  all  actions,  there  being 
nothing  in  the  act,  and  no  other  law,  making  any  exception 
to  its  application,  it  applies  to  all  causes  of  action,  subject  to 
the  judgment  of  the  court,  as  to  each  such  cause,  whether 
the  person  affected  had  a  reasonable  time  after  its  enactment 
.  to  comply  therewith. 

It  follows  that  ch.  304,  Laws  of  1897,  does  not  apply  to 
plaintiff's  claim  for  damages,  unless  we  can  say  that  the 
sixty-one  days  allowed  for  him  to  comply  with  it  is  rea- 
sonable. -  In  determining  that  we  are  not  embarrassed  by 
any  determination  of  the  subject  by  the  legislature,  for  the 
law  made  no  provision  for  existing  causes  of  action.  That 
was  entirely  overlooked,  as  it  appears.  How  much  time  is 
reasonable  for  a  person  circumstanced  as  plaintiff  was,  to 
comply  with  the  statutory  condition  under  consideration, 
must  be  determined  having  regard  to  his  being  under  age 
and  the  fact  that,  while  before  he  had  the  unconditional 
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right  to  begia  his  action  at  any  time  within  about  five  years, 
after,  save  on  performance  of  the  new  condition,  his  right 
was  extinguished  in  sixty-one  days.  What  is  a  reasonable 
time  for  the  enforcement  of  existing  rights  regardless  of 
new  conditions  of  limitation  must  necessarily  vary  accord- 
ing to  the  character  of  such  rights  and  the  class  of  persons 
affected,  and  many  other  circumstances.  Very  little  light 
is  furnished  by  a  decision  as  to  what  is  reasonable  under 
some  circumstances,  to  enable  one  to  determine  what  is  rea- 
sonable under  other  circumstances.  We  are  safe  in  saying, 
however,  that  no  precedent  can  be  found  for  holding  that  a 
new  condition  for  the  enforcement  of  a  common-law  right 
of  property,  having  the  effect  of  changing  a  limitation  of 
five  years  to  sixty-one  days,  and  making  lio  exception  in 
favor  of  minors,  leaves  a  reasonable  length  of  time  for  com- 
pliance with  such  condition.  It  appears  to  be  so  clearly  in- 
sufficient that  discussion  and  authority  in  support  of  that 
view  are  unnecessary.  The  passage  of  the  act  without  some 
adequate  saving  clause  as  to  existing  rights  was  evidently 
an  oversight,  as  at  the  first  opportunity  after  its  passage  the 
legislature  remedied  the  infirmity  by  so  changing  the  law 
as  to  exempt  causes  of  action  existing  before  such  passage. 
The  result  is,  we  hold  that  ch.  304,  Laws  of  1897,  does  not 
apply  to  this  case,  and  that  the  demurrer  was  improperly 
sustained. 

By  the  Court. — The  order  appealed  from  is  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings  according  to  law. 

Babbeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 
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ExcELSioB  Mill  OoMPAinr,  Respondent^  vs.  Hanovke,  Gar- 
nishee, Appellant. 

February  3— February  iBl,  1899, 
Garnishment:  Partnership  assets:  Fraudulent  conveyances. 

1.  The  mortgagee  in  a  chattel  mortgage  of  firm  property  given  to  se- 

cure a  bona  flde  debt  owing  to  him  by  the  partners  individually,  is 
not  subject  to  garnishment  by  the  firm  creditors  after  he  has  sold 
the  property  and  allied  the  proceeds  upon  the  debt,  even  if  the 
mortgage  was  fraudulent  as  to  such  oreditora 

2.  Mar^hat.Tj,  J.,  is  of  the  opinion  that  a  conveyance  of  firm  assets  by 

the  members  of  an  insolvent  partnership^  to  pay  the  individual  in- 
debtedness of  one  of  its  members,  and  without  any  other  purpose, 
is  not  void  as  to  partnership  creditors. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Lincoln 
county:  Chas.  V.  Bardebn,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

On  December  18,  1896,  Frederick  A.  and  Clarence  G. 
Hanover,  copartners,  being  insolvent  and  without  expecta- 
tion of  working  out  of  said  insolvency,  mortgaged  their  en- 
tire partnership  stock  in  trade  to  the  garnishee  defendant, 
Henry  D,  Haaiover^  to  secure  the  note  of  Clarence  G.  Han- 
over to  said  Henry  D.  Hanover^  the  condition  being  that 
"said  mortgagor  shall  pay  to  said  mortgagee  the  sum  of  one 
thousand  dollars,  according  to  the  terms  of  a  certain  promis- 
sory note  executed  by  the  said  F.  A.  Hanover,  June  14, 1895, 
to  said  Henry  D.  Hanover^  payable  one  year  after  date,  with 
interest  at  seven  per  cent,  per  annum,  which  said  note  was 
given  as  a  renewal  of  a  note  of  similar  terms  and  in  the 
same  amount,  executed  and  delivered  between  the  same  par- 
ties about  a  year  prior  thereto,  and  was  given  to  secure  a 
loan  made  to  said  Frederick  A.  Hanover  and  Clarence  G. 
Hanover,  and  was  used  and  invested  by  them  in  the  busi- 
ness of  the  firm  of  F.  A.  Hanover  &  Son." 

There  is  some  evidence  that  in  June,  1896,  F.  A.  and 
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Clarence  G.,  as  a  firm,  assumed  partnership  liability  for  the 
debt  evidenced  by  said  note.  The  court,  however,  negatives 
such  promise  or  assumption  in  his  finding.  The  note  evi- 
denced a  debt  originally  incurred  by  both  partners  in  1893, 
but  not  as  a  firm.  At  the  time  of  making  said  mortgage  the 
firm  were  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  about  $550 
for  merchandise  purchased  for  partnership  purposes.  The 
garnishee,  within  a  few  days  after  the  making  of  said  mort- 
gage, and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  foreclosed 
the  same,  and  sold  the  stock  of  merchandise,  realizing  there- 
from the  sum  of  $1,003.28,  which  he  indorsed  upon  Jiis  note. 
The  plaintiff,  having  obtained  judgment  and  issued  execu- 
tion, garnished  Senry  D.  Hcmover  in  aid  thereof .  The  cir- 
cuit court  held  the  garnishee  liable  for  the  proceeds  of  the 
mortgaged  property,  and  rendered  judgment  against  him 
therefor,  from  which  judgment  the  garnishee  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Van  Heche  <&  Smarts 
and  oral  argument  by  K  M.  Smart 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Curtis^  Reid  dk 
Smith,  and  oral  argument  hy  A.H  Edd.  To  the  point  that 
an  insolvent  partnership  cannot  mortgage  its  entire  assets  to 
secure  a  private  debt  of  an  individual  partner  large  enough 
to  absorb  such  assets,  they  cited  Oribh  v.  Morse,  77  Wis.  322 ; 
WiUia  V.  JSremner,  60  Wis.  622;  Bates,  Partnership,  §§  666, 
829;  Whelan  v.  Shain,  115  Cal.  326;  Clarh  v.  Patterson,  158 
Mass.  388;  Oron  v,  Cronos  Estate,  56  Mich.  8;  Forsyth  t?. 
Woods,  11  Wall.  484;  Keith  v.  Armstrong,  65  Wis.  225; 
Powers  V.  La/rge,  69  Wis.  621 ;  Yemon  v.  Upson,  60  Wis.  418 ; 
Bulger  v,  Eosa,  119  N.  T.  459;  Peyser  v.  Myers,  135  N.  T. 
599;  Wilson  v.  Polertson,  21  N.  T.  587;  Menagh  v.  Whitweil, 
52  N.  T.  146 ;  Jackson  Bank  v.  JDwrfey,  72  Miss.  971,  and 
cases  cited;  Wiggins  v.  Blackshear,  24  S.  W.  Rep.  918;  Ban- 
nister V,  Miller,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  121;  JSUliker  v.  Francisco,  65 
Mo.  598;  In  re  Gray's  Estate,  111  K  Y.  404;  Wvrmer  v. 
Kuehn,  97  Wis.  394;  In  re  Weston,  12  Met.  1 ;  Turner  v.  Jay- 
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wx^  40  K  T.  470;  FranUm  S,  JR.  Co.  v.  Senderson,  86  Md. 
452 ;  Boos  v.  Marion^  129  N.  Y.  536 ;  BarileUv.  Meyer-Schmidt 
Q.  Co.  45  S.  W.  Rep.  1063;  Erb  v.  West,  19  So.  Rep.  829. 

Dodge,  J.  There  were  vigorously  argued  in  this  case  sev- 
eral important  questions  relating  to  the  rights  of  the  firm 
creditors  against  partnership  assets  when  attempted  to  be 
applied  to  private  debts  of  the  partners,  which,  however, 
it  is  wholly  unnecessary  to  consider.  Here,  the  partnership 
property  had  all  been  sold  to  iona  fide  purchasers  for  value 
before  the  garnishment,  and  the  money  proceeds  thereof 
had,  with  consent  of  both  partners,  been  applied  in  part 
payment  of  the  'bona  fide  private  debt  secured  by  the  mort- 
gage, and  had  been  mingled  with  other  moneys. 

The  cases  of  Spitz  v.  Trvpp^  86  Wis.  25,  28 ;  Jones  v.  Kos- 
ingy  92  Wis.  66 ;  and  Salter  v.  Bank  of  Eau  Claire^  97  Wis. 
84,  have  fully  settled  the  rule  for  this  court,  that  whether 
or  not  a  transfer  of  property  be  fraudulent,  if  that  property 
has  been  entirely  disposed  of,  and  the  proceeds  are  not  in 
any  way  held  in  trust  for  the  debtor,  but  have  been  applied 
under  his  direction  or  to  his  debts,  garnishment  cannot  be 
sustained  against  even  the  fraudulent  transferee  of  such 
property. 

In  Spil^  V.  Tripp,  supra,  the  court,  speaking  by  Oassoday, 
J.,  said:  "Under  this  statute,  Tripp  cannot  be  held  liable, 
as  garnishee,  for  any  property,  moneys,  credits,  or  effects 
belonging  to  the  principal  debtor,  which  had  passed  out  of 
his  possession  or  control  more  than  three  months  prior  to 
the  service  of  the  garnishee  summons  upon  him.  Had  Tripp 
been  garnished  by  the  plaintiffs  at  any  time  between  July 
26, 1892,  and  September  10, 1892,  then  the  validity  of  the 
,  mortgage,  and  Tripp's  right  to  hold  possession  of  the  goods, 
would  have  been  involved,  and  might  have  been  determined. 
Za  Crosse  Nat.  Bamk  v.  Wilson,  74  Wis.  398;  Edwards  v. 
RoepTce,  74  Wis.  675.    But,  upon  the  facts  of  this  case,  it  is 
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immaterial  whether  the  mortgage  was  valid  or  invalid,  or 
such  possession  lawful  or  unlawful,  as  against  J.  L.  Tabor's 
other  creditors,  since  none  of  them  during  that  time  pro- 
ceeded against  the  property  or  Tripp  as  garnishee." 

In  Jones  v.  Komvg^  mpray  the  court,  speaking  b}*^  Mar- 
shall, J.,  said:  "  Kosing  having  sold  his  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty, and  parted  with  possession  and  control  of  it,  and  ap- 
plied the  proceeds  in  the  payment  of  Adolph  Keller's  debt 
to  him,  before  service  of  the  garnishee  summons,  he  cannot 
be  held  as  garnishee,  whether  the  inortgage  and  bill  of  sale 
were  valid  or  invalid,  or  his  possession  was  lawful  or  unlaw- 
ful, as  against  the  other  creditors  of  Adolph  Keller." 

The  distinction  between  levying  upon  the  property  itself, 
and  attempting  to  reach  the  proceeds  after  the  property  has- 
been  disposed  of,  is  also  pointed  out  in  Powers  v.  Large^  6& 
"Wis.  621,  and  Coover'a  Appeal,  29  Pa.  St.  9. 

Garnishment,  whUe  in  many  respects  serving  the  purpose 
of  a  creditor's  bill,  is  nevertheless  limited  by  the  statute. 
It  reaches  only  property  or  effects  belonging  to  the  debtor 
in  the  hands  of  the  garnishee,  or  indebtedness  from  the  lat- 
ter to  the  former,  neither  of  which  existed  at  the  time  of 
the  garnishment  in  this  case,  and  as  a  result  the  appellant 
could  not  be  held  liable  on  that  process. 

By  the  Cov/rt —  Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
with  directions  to  enter  judgment  in  favor  of  the  garnishee 
defendant 

Bardeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 

Marshall,  J.  I  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  so  far 
as  it  goes,  but  think  the  question  submitted  to  the  circuit 
court  on  which  the  case  turned  there,  and  presented  here 
with  much  learning  and  ability  by  counsel  for  the  respect- 
ive parties,  deserves  to  be  considered  and  decided.  It  is  not 
satisfactory  to  counsel  in  a  cause,  or  the  court  from  which 
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the  cause  is  removed  to  this  forum  for  review,  to  have  some 
new  question  discovered  and  assigned  as  sufficient  to  rule 
the  situation,  leaving  entirely  out  of  view  those  questions 
upon  which  much  labor  has  been  expended.  For  a  cause 
to  be  so  disposed  of,  where  the  new  discovery  is  really  the 
only  question  involved,  of  course  cannot  be  helped,  but  that 
is  of  extremel V  rare  occurrence  and  is  not  the  situation  here. 
"Where  certain  questions  have  been  supposed  to  control  a 
case  till  submitted  on  appeal,  and  they  are  in  the  case,  it 
seems  that  they  should  be  considered  and  decided,  even  if 
some  other  question  be  decided  requiring  the  same  result. 

The  learned  trial  court  decided  this  case  in  accordance 
with  an  affirmative  holding  on  the  following  question:  Is 
a  conveyance  of  firm  assets  by  the  members  of  an  insolvent 
partnership,  to  pay  the  individual  indebtedness  of  one  of 
its  members,  and  without  any  other  purpose,  void  as  to 
partnership  creditors?  That  decision,  it  seems,  is  wrong, 
and  the  judgment  based  on  it  necessarily  wrong,  though 
there  have  been  so  many  observations  in  decisions  of  thi& 
court  along  the  line  which  the  learned  trial  court  followed, 
that  it  is  very  easy  to  see  how  the  judicial  mind  drifted  into 
a  channel  which  resulted  in  holding  that  the  use,  by  an  in- 
solvent firm,  of  any  of  its  assets  for  any  purpose  other  than 
to  pay  partnership  debts,  is  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  firm 
creditors. 

In  Thayer  v.  Humphrey^  91  Wis.  276,  the  rights  of  credit- 
ors as  to  the  property  of  an  insolvent  partnership  were  care- 
fully considered  and  determined  with  such  definiteness  that 
it  ought  to  settle  the  law  for  this  state.  The  facts  were 
that  the  firm  of  J.  D.  Putnam  &  Co.,  composed  of  J.  D. 
Putnam  and  A.  J.  Goss,  was  hopelessly  insolvent.  In  that 
situation,  Putnam  sold  out  his  interest  in  the  firm  property 
to  J.  B.  Goss,  and  the  firm  of  J.  B.  Goss  &  Co.  was  formed 
to  continue  the  business  with  the  same  assets,  the  new  firm 
agreeing  to  pay  the  old  firm  debts  out  of  such  assets.    J.  B. 


.•1. 
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Goss  was  insolvent  when  this  arrangement  was  made.  The 
new  firm  conducted  the  business  for  a  time,  contracted  some 
new  debts  and  paid  part  of  the  old  liabilities,  when  an  as- 
signment for  the  benefit  of  creditors  was  made.  The  cred- 
itors of  the  old  firm  claimed  a  preference  over  the  new 
creditors,  and  whether  they  were  entitled  to  such  preference 
or  not  turned  primarily  on  whether  the  old  firm,  being  in- 
solvent, could  make  a  bona  fide  conversion  of  its  property 
into  that  of  the  new  firm,  so  as  to  cut  off  the  equity  of  the 
old  creditors  to  be  first  paid.  After  a  very  careful  study  of 
the  subject,  that  question  was  unanimously  answered  in  the 
affirmative.  Though  two  opinions  were  filed,  both  were  to 
the  effect  that  if  a  member  of  an  insolvent  firm  sell  his  in- 
terest therein  to  his  copartner  or  a  stranger,  without  intent 
to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud  partnership  creditors,  and  with- 
out in  any  way  retaining  his  equitable  right  to  have  the 
partnership  debts  paid  out  of  the  partnership  assets,  the 
dependent  right  of  partnership  creditors  is  thereby  extin- 
guished. The  only  division  was  in  this:  The  court  held 
that  where  the  agreement  in  effect  is  that  the  partnership 
debts  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  partnership  assets,  and  the 
circumstances  are  such  as  to  clearly  show  that  all  of  the 
parties  intended  to  devote  such  assets  to  that  purpose,  and 
there  was  evidently  no  other  method  in  contemplation  or 
other  way  to  effect  such  payment,  the  court  is  warranted  in 
holding  that  thereby  the  equity  of  the  vendor  partner  is  re- 
tained for  that  purpose.  Justices  Finney  and  Newman  con- 
curred in  the  idea  that  the  circumstances  mentioned  were  not 
sufficient  to  preserve  the  equity  of  the  vendor  partner,  hence 
not  of  the  partnership  creditors.  All  the  members  of  the 
court  approved  the  rule  ot  Mo  parte  Buffing  6  Ves.  119,  which, 
with  few  exceptions,  prevails  in  this  country  and  England  and 
has  for  nearly  a  century.  It  was  decided  in  1801,  and  language 
there  used  by  Lord  Eldon,  or  its  equivalent,  has  been  repeated 
by  most  courts  and  textwriters  since  that  time  in  stating  the 
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law  governing  the  subject.  It  is  to  the  eflfect  that  creditors 
of  a  partnership,  solvent  or  insolvent,  have  no  lien  on  partner- 
ship assets  independent  of  the  lien  of  the  members  of  such 
partnership ;  that  each  of  such  members  has  the  equitable 
right  to  have  all  firm  creditors  paid  out  of  the  partnership 
assets  before  any  part  of  it  shall  be  otherwise  used,  but  that 
he  may  waive  that  right,  and,  by  a  lona  fide  sale  of  the 
property  without  in,  any  way  retaining  such  equity,  he  does 
waive  it;  that,  acting  hona  fide^  the  members  of  a  partner- 
ship, solvent  or  insolvent,  may  use  partnership  property  for 
the  payment  of  the  individual  debts  of  one  of  the  partners, 
or  may  divide  the  partnership  property  between  themselves, 
or  sell  the  same  to  a  stranger,  or  otherwise  change  the  char- 
acter of  the  assets  so  as  to  exclude  partnership  creditors 
from  any  equitable  right  to  be  paid  in  preference  to  credit- 
ors of  the  new  owner;  that  the  sole  test  of  the  right  of  the 
members  of  a  partnership  to  deal  with  the  partnership  prop- 
erty, regardless  of  the  interests  of  partnership  creditors,  is 
that  of  lonafides^  and  not  of  insolvency  of  the  firm;  that  in 
such  a  situation  a  sale  or  use  of  the  partnership  property  by 
consent  of  all  the  members  of  the  firm  solely  to  satisfy,  se- 
cure, or  pay  the  individual  indebtedness  of  one  of  the  firm, 
is  not  voidable  as  a  fraud  upon  partnership  creditors. 

It  will  be  seen  by  a  careful  reading  of  Thayer  v.  Hwm- 
phrey^  91  Wis.  276,  that  the  rule  of  Ea  parte  Rujffm  was  made 
the  text  of  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  well  as  that  of  Mr. 
Justice  Newman.  The  latter  opinion,  after  citing  many  au- 
thorities, said :  "  Such  sale  of  a  partner's  interest  in  firm 
property  is  presumed  to  be  valid."  "  The  authorities  are 
nearly  uniform.  Only  a  few  cases  are  out  of  line.'^  The 
court,  in  the  majority  opinion,  said :  "  The  propositions  of 
law  are  too  well  established  by  the  great  weight  of  author- 
ity to  be  questioned  by  this  court, —  that  partnership  cred- 
itors have  no  lien  on  partnership  assets  independent  of  the 
equity  of  the  partners ;  that  so  long  as  the  equity  of  the  in- 
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dividual  members  of  the  partnership  exists  the  creditors  have 
the  equitable  right  to  compel  its  enforcement;  that  if  one 
partner  sell  his  interest  in  the  partnership  assets,  bona  fide, 
to  his  copartner  or  a  stranger,  without  in  any  way  retaining 
his  equity  to  have  the  partnership  creditors  paid  out  of  it, 
the  joint  property  is  thereby  converted  into  the  individual 
property  of  the  purchaser." 

The  same  rule  is  stated  as  elementary  in  2  Lindley,  Part- 
nership, 698,  as  follows:  "  The  creditors  of  the  firm  have  no 
lien  on  its  property  which  can  prevent  the  partners  from, 
honafide,  changing  its  character  into  the  separate  estate  of 
one  of  them.  Even  if  the  liabilities  of  the  partnership  ex- 
ceed its  assets  at  the  time  the  agreement  is  made,  still,  if  the 
partners  act  bona  fide,  and  not  with  a  view  to  defraud  their 
creditors,  the  ownership  in  that  which  before  the  agreement 
was  partnership  property  will  have  changed,  and  the  joint 
creditors  of  the  firm  cannot  insist  on  its  distribution  as  joint 
estate."  That  is  the  doctrine  of  the  English  courts,  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  United  States,  and  of  most  of  the  states. 
Ec  parte  Huffin,  6  Ves.  119;  Ex  parte  WiUiams,  11  Ves.  6; 
Stuart  V.  FerguBon,  Hayes,  472;  Ex  parte  Walker,  4  De  Gex, 
F.  &  J.  509;  Ecpa/rU  Peake,  1  Madd.  346;  Ex  parte  Clark- 
son,  4  Deac.  «fe  0.  66 ;  1  Lindley,  Partnership,  334,  335 ;  Story, 
Partnership,  §§  307,  358,  360;  Parsons,  Partnership,  §§  178, 
246,  248,  394;  CoUyer,  Partnership  (Perkins's  ed.),  §§  894, 
904, 905;  Jones,  Chattel  Mortgages,  §  44;  KirnbaU  v.  Thomp- 
son, 13  Met.  283;  AUen  v.  Center  VaUey  Co,  21  Conn.  130; 
Ilanford  v,  Prouty,  133  111.  339 ;  Ca/r^er  Q,  cfe  M,  Co,  v.  Ban- 
non,  85  Tenn.  712;  Gallagher's  Appeal,  114  Pa.  St.  353;  WU- 
cox  V,  Kellogg,  11  Ohio,  394 ;  EUison  v.  Lucas,  87  Ga.  223 ; 
Purple  V,  Farrington,  119  Ind.  164;  Poole  v.  Seney,  66  Iowa, 
502;  Woodma/nsie  v.  JTolcomh,  34  Kan.  35;  JSimover  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Klein,  64  Miss.  141 ;  Flack  v.  Charron,  29  Md.  311 ; 
Beckwith  v.  Manton,  12  R.  1. 442;  Rose  v.  Chmn,  79  Ala.  411 ; 
AUen  V.  Orissom,  90  N.  C.  90 ;  Couchma/rCs  Ad/rrCr  v.  Maupin, 
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78  Ky.  33;  Vietor  v.  Glover ^  17  Wash.  37;  Bice  v.  Barnard^ 
20  Yt.  479;  White  v.  Parish,  20  Tex.  688;  Simmons  IT,  Co. 
V.  Thomas,  147  Ind.  313 ;  National  Bamk  -w.  Sprague,  20  N. 
J.  Eq.  13 ;  Wilson  v.  Gamble,  50  Neb.  426 ;  Ca^e  v,  Beauregard, 
99  U.  S.  119;  Huishump  v.  Mbline  W.  Go.  121  U.  S.  310. 

The  foregoing  are  only  a  few  of  the  numerous  authorities 
extant  on  the  question  discussed.  As  stated  by  Mr.  Justice 
Newman  :  "  The  authorities  are  nearly  uniform.  Only  a  few 
cases  are  out  of  line." 

In  Case  v.  Beauregard,  99  U.  S.  119,  Justice  Stbong,  in  de- 
livering the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  "  By  the  rule  of  -So 
jparte  Ruffin,  which  is  generally  accepted  as  the  law,  a  lona 
fide  transfer  of  partnership  property  to  an  individual  changes 
its  character  by  extinguishing  partnership  equities.  Conse- 
quently derivative  equities  of  the  creditors,  though  the  firm 
be  insolvent,  are  at  an  end.  The  preference  right  of  part- 
nership creditors  depends  upon  there  being  partnership  prop- 
erty when  that  preference  is  sought  to  be  enforced." 

In  Kimball  v.  Thornpson,  1 3  Met.  283,  the  partners  sold  out 
the  partnership  property,  ignoring  the  rights  of  creditors. 
The  lower  court  held  that  the  sale  was  prima  fa^  void.  On 
appeal,  that  was  reversed,  Chief  Justice  Shaw  saying  in  the 
opinion:  "The  sale  yfd& prima  fade  valid,  subject  to  be  de- 
feated by  creditors  only  by  their  being  able  to  show  that 
the  conveyance  was  fraudulent." 

In  Hamford  v.  Prouty,  133  111.  339,  the  court,  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Bailey,  said:  "The  equitable  rule  which  requires  the 
assets  of  the  firm  to  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  firm  debts 
is  founded,  not  upon  the  equities  of  the  creditors,  but  upon 
the  equities  of  the  partners.  It  follows  that  a  sale  made  in 
good  faith  by  one  partner  to  his  copartner  or  to  a  third  pet- 
son,  of  all  of  his  interest  in  the  firm,  is  as  valid  to  transfer 
the  entire  property  to  the  vendee  as  in  a  sale  between  any 
individuals,  although  the  buyer  and  seller  are  insolvent,  and 
they  thus  defeat  partnership  creditors;  and  as  the  firm  cred- 
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itors  have  no  lien  the  partner  can  dispose  of  the  property  as 
his  own  and  pay  his  separate  creditors  to  the  exclusion  of 
joint  creditors,  or  vice  veraa?^ 

In  Couchmun^s  AdrrCr  2).  Maupm^  78  Ky.  33,  the  court,  by 
Justice  CoFER,  said,  in  effect,  that  the  members  of  a  firm, 
acting  together,  have  the  same  freedom  in  the  disposition  of 
the  firm  property  which  an  individual  has  to  control  and  dis- 
pose of  his  property;  that  is,  all  the  partners,  by  their  vol- 
untary act,  may  waive  the  lien  upon  partnership  effects,  which 
is  a  lien  for  their  individual  protection,  not  that  of  creditors. 

In  Purple  -y.  Farrington^  119  Ind.  164,  the  court  said :  "  The 
central  question  is  whether  the  members  of  a  partnership, 
largely  indebted  and  insolvent,  may  mortgage  the  firm  prop- 
erty to  secure  the  individual  indebtedness,  if  in  so  doing  they 
act  in  good  faith.  Where  the  partnership  assets  remain  under 
the  control  of  .the  partners,  they  have  the  power  to  appro- 
priate any  portion  of  it  to  pay  or  secure  the  individual  debts 
of  the  members  of  the  firm.  The  mere  preference  of  in- 
dividual over  partnership  creditors  by  the  execution  of  a 
chattel  mortgage  in  the  firm  name  by  the  authority  of  the 
partners,  upon  the  property  of  the  firm,  is  not  of  itself  such 
a.  fraud  upon  the  partnership  creditors  as  will  authorize  the 
setting  aside  of  a  mortgage  at  the  suit  of  a  creditor." 

All  the  cases  cited  are  along  the  same  line.  Further  quo- 
tations would  unnecessarily  lengthen  this  opinion. 

We  cannot  properly  close  without  referring  to  the  decis- 
ions of  this  court  where,  as  said  at  the  opening,  observations 
are  found  indicating  that  the  rule  of  Ex  parte  Bujfiny  6  Ves. 
19,  was  overlooked  or  rejected.  Such  cases  were  not  over- 
looked when  Thayer  v.  Humphrey^  91  Wis.  276,  was  decided, 
though  they  are  not  there  referred  to.  One  of  the  signifi- 
cant cases  is  Willia  v,  Bremner^  60  Wis.  622.  There,  in  an 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  a  preference  to  in- 
dividual creditors  of  the  members  of  the  partnership  making 
the  assignment,  was  involved.    The  court  held  the  preference 
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fraudulent.  It  is  not  in  conflict  with  jEc  parte  Ruffin,  The 
decision  necessarily  resulted  from  the  statute  pronouncing 
all  conveyances  by  an  insolvent  person,  in  trust  for  himself, 
void  as  to  his  creditors,  a  quite  well  recognized  exception  to 
the  rule  of  Ea  pwrte  Evffin,  Such  cases  have  nothing  to  do 
with  the  subject  we  here  discuss, 

Oribh  V,  Morsey  77  Wis.  322,  is  often  referred  to.  Justice 
Obton,  who  wrote  the  opinion,  -said  that  the  chattel  mort- 
gage given  by  the  members  of  the  firm  as  individuals,  on 
firm  property,  to  secure  a  debt  due  from  the  individuals,  was 
void,  "  the  firm  being  insolvent."  The  case  seems  to  have 
turned  on  whether  the  mortgage  was  a  partnership  mort- 
gage, or  a  mortgage  given  by  the  members  of  the  firm  as 
individuals,  though  Justice  Obton  did  put  some  stress  on  the 
fact  that  the  firm  was  insolvent.  Of  the  authorities  cited  in 
the  opinion,  one  is  from  New  York,  where  the  rule  of  jEb 
parte  Buffin  has  been  practically  rejected;  one  from  New 
Hampshire,  the  only  state  where  it  is  held  that  creditors 
have  an  independent  lien  upon  the  pro^perty  of  a  partnership ; 
one  from  the  federal  district  court,  based  on  the  New  Hamp- 
shire rule,  ignoring  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  on  the  subject.  It  will  be  observed  that  the 
doctrine  here  discussed  was  not  necessary  to  the  decision  in 
the  Grihb  CasCy  and  that  what  is  there  said  should  not  be 
considered  controlling;  and  that  the  authorities  cited  create 
a  doubt  at  least  as  to  whether  the  question  received  careful 
consideration. 

Another  case  is  Keith  v,  Armstrong^  65  Wis.  225.  That, 
like  Willie  v.  Bremnery  is  where  a  preference,  given  to  in- 
dividual creditors  in  a  partnership  assignment,  was  held 
fraudulent.  The  general  question  of  the  power  of  the  mem- 
bers of  an  insolvent  firm,  acting  bona  fide^  to  convert  part- 
nership property  into  individual  property,  or  use  it  to  pay 
individual  indebtedness,  was  not  in  the  case.  Justice  Cole 
said :  "  The  rule  is  elementary  that  a  partner  cannot  appro- 
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priate  partnership  funds  to  the  payment  of  his  individual 
debts,  unless  the  firm  at  the  time  be  solvent  and  have  suffi- 
cient property  remaining  to  discharge  all  partnership  lia- 
bilities." That  was  said  by  way  of  argument  in  regard  to 
an  act  where  all  the  members  of  the  partnership  joined,  so 
the  observation  must  be  taken  as  meaning  that  the  mem- 
bers of  an  insolvent  partnership,  acting  together,  cannot 
use  the  partnership  property  for  purposes  prejudicial  to  the 
rights  of  partnership  creditors,  and  that  the  law  in  that  re- 
gard is  elementary.  That  is  contrary  to  Ex  parte  Ruffin^  6 
Ves.  19,  to  what  the  coprt  held  in  Thayer  v.  Humjphrey^  91 
Wis.  276,  and  to  what  we  have  shown  to  be  the  weight  of 
authority.  It  was  outside  the  case  and,  it  seems,  should 
not  be  considered  as  authority.  That  the  subject  was  not 
carefully  considered  is  evident  from  the  following  authori- 
ties cited  in  support  of  the  language  quoted,  Vernon  v. 
Upsan^  60  "Wis.  418,  and  Willis  v.  Bremner^  aupra^  both  in- 
volved partnership  assignments  with  preferences  to  indi- 
vidual creditors.  Each  turned  on  the  statute  which  pro- 
hibits the  conveyance,  by  an  insolvent  person,  of  property 
in  trust  for  his  own  use.  In  VUea  v.  BangSy  36  Wis.  131, 
the  question  was,  Can  a  partner,  without  the  consent  of  his 
copartner,  apply  partnership  property  to  the  payment  of 
his  individual  debts?  Of  course  he  cannot,  but  with  such 
consent  it  seems  that  he  can.  Cotzhausen  v.  Judd^  43  Wis. 
213,  involved  the  same  question.  McLinden  v.  Wentworth, 
51  Wis.  170,  involved  the  question  of  whether  a  new  firm, 
consisting  in  part  of  members  of  an  old  firm  which  had  dis- 
solved and  sold  its  assets  to  such  new  firm,  was  liable  with- 
out its  consent  for  the  debts  of  the  old  firm,  and  whether 
a  partner  can  bind  his  firm  for  money  borrowed  by  him  to 
pay  his  part  of  the  partnership  capital,  the  lender  knowing 
all  the  facts.  Neither  of  those  questions  involved  that  re- 
ferred to  by  the  language  in  suppqrt  of  which  the  case  was 
cited.    The  last  case  cited  in  the  opinion  is  David  v.  Birch- 


Wis.]  JANUARY  TEEM,  1899.  321 

Excelsior  Mill  Ckx  vs.  Hanover. 

<j/rd^  53  Wis.  492,  which  turned  on  faulty  instructions.  The 
power  of  the  members  of  an  insolvent  firm,  acting  honafide^ 
to  use  firm  property  regardless  of  the  firm  creditors,  was 
not  involved.  After  disposing  of  the  instructions  so  as  to 
require  a  reversal  of  the  judgment,  the  court  said  in  sub- 
stance that  a  member  of  an  insolvent  firm,  even  acting 
bona  fide^  cannot  part  with  his  interest  in  partnership  assets 
with  the  consent  of  his  copartner,  to  the  prejudice  of  part- 
nership creditors.  An  examination  of  the  case  and  briefs 
does  not  disclose  that  such  question  was  presented  in  the 
court  below.  It  appears  to  have  been  discussed  in  this  court 
for  the  first  time.  It  has  the  appearance  of  having  been 
treated  without  careful  consideration.  The  suggestion  in 
the  opinion  is  contrary  to  Thayer  v.  Humphrey  and  the 
doctrine  that  the  equity  of  creditors  in  partnership  prop- 
erty is  wholly  derivative  and  dependent. 

From  what  has  been  said  it  is  apparent  that  the  relation 
between  the  creditors  of  an  insolvent  partnership  and  the 
members  thereof,  and  the  power  of  such  members  as  to 
partnership  property  in  the  circumstances  presented  here, 
was  not  carefully  considered  and  decided  by  this  court  till 
Thayer  v.  Humphrey ,  91  Wis.  276,  or  necessarily  decided  in 
any  previous  case.  Further,  that  the  authorities  elsewhere 
axe  quite  uniform  in  support  of  the  conclusion  reached  in 
the  Thayer  Case.  The  theories  of  courts  that  hold  otherwise 
are  quite  numerous.  In  New  Hampshire,  as  indicated,  it  is 
held  that  the  creditors  of  a  partnership  have  an  independ- 
ent equity  in  the  partnership  assets  in  case  of  insolvency. 
In  New  York  and  a  few  other  states  the  idea  prevails  that 
insolvency  impresses  the  partnership  assets  with  a  trust  in 
favor  of  creditors;  and  in  a  few  other  states  a  conveyance 
of  partnership  property  to  secure  or  pay  the  individual  in- 
debtedness of  a  member  of  an  insolvent  firm  has  been 
termed  a  conveyance  without  consideration,  a  gift  as  it 
were.  The  rule  of  Mo  parte  Ruffi/n^  6  Ves.  19,  is  inconsistent 
Vol*  102—31 
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with  each  of  such  theories.  The  idea  that  mere  insolvency 
impresses  the  assets  of  a  firm  or  individual  with  a  trust  in 
favor  of  creditors,  has  been  repeatedly  rejected  by  this  court. 
The  idea  that  the  use  of  partnership  assets  for  the  benefit  of 
a  member  of  the  partnership  is  in  any  wise  a  gift,  ignores 
the  fact  that  when  so  used  the  partner  is  chargeable  with 
the  property  as  between  him  and  his  copartner.  The  effect 
of  the  partnership  relation  is  to  make  him  pay  whatever 
price  is  agreed  upon  between  the  partners,  and,  if  none  be 
agreed  upon,  to  pay  the  full  value  of  the  property.  That 
such  a  transaction  can  be  considered  in  any  sense  a  gift  will 
not  bear  a  moment's  examination  without  disclosing  its  in- 
firmity. 

This  opinion  has  now  been  extended  to  a  much  greater 
length  than  was  anticipated  at  the  beginning,  yet  much 
more  might  be  said.  The  purpose  of  it,  however,  has  been 
accomplished.  "We  have  shown  that  the  doctrine  of  Ex 
parte  Bnffin  has  been  adopted  in  this  state  and  that  it  is  the 
law  as  understood  in  most  courts  of  this  country  and  Eng- 
land ;  that  under  such  rule  the  rights  of  creditors  of  a  part- 
nership, whether  solvent  or  insolvent,  in  the  firm  assets,  is 
wholly  derivative  and  dependent;  and  that  they  have  no 
lien  on  partnership  assets,  only  an  equitable  right  to  enforce 
the  equity  of  the  partners,  which  equity  such  partners,  act- 
ing honafde^  may  extinguish  at  will,  regardless  of  the  rights 
of  creditors.  Such  partners,  though  of  an  insolvent  firm, 
may  make  a  hona  fide  sale  of  the  partnership  property  to 
one  of  their  number  or  to  a  stranger,  or  convey  it  to  pay 
individual  indebtedness,  or  allow  the  same  to  be  sold  on  ex- 
ecution for  that  purpose,  or  may  mortgage  the  same  to  that 
end.  So  long  as  the  property  is  under  the  control  of  the 
partners,  their  power  over  it,  acting  in  good  faith,  is  the 
same,  precisely,  as  the  power  of  an  individual  over  his  indi- 
vidual property.  Insolvency  impresses  no  trust  upon  it, 
and  a  conveyance  of  it  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  pay  an 
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individual  debt  to  one  of  the  members  of  the  partnership  is 
untainted  with  any  wrong  of  which  partnership  creditors 
can  complain.  Testing  the  decision  appealed  from  by  these 
principles,  it  is  wrong,  and  the  judgment  should  be  reversed 
because  of  such  error,  as  well  as  on  the  ground  stated  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

No  inference  is  to  be  drawn  as  to  the  position  of  any  other 
member  of  the  court  on  the.  question  here  discussed,  because 
it  is  not  treated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.  My  brethren 
simply  concluded  that  the  point  mentioned  in  such  opinion 
was  decisive  and  that  no  other  question  need  be  considered 
or  discussed. 


HiTGANiB,  Appellant,  vs.  Cotteb,  Respondent. 

February  3 — February  21, 1899. 
Damages:  Implied  contract:  Waiver  of  tort 
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In  an  action  founded  on  false  and  fraudulent  representations  of  de-  5di<^  60n 
fendant  whereby  plaintiff  was  induced  to  enter  into  a  contract  to 
cut  and  bank  the  timber  on  certain  lands  of  defendant,  the  tort 
being  waived  and  a  recovery  sought  on  implied  contract,  plaintiff 
cannot  recover  as  damages  the  profits  which  he  would  have  made  on 
the  performance  of  the  contract  had  the  facts  been  eis  represented, 
but  can  recover  only  the  amount  which  the  defendant  has  been  en- 
riched or  benefited  by  his  false  representations. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Lincoln 
county:  Chas.  V.  Babdeen,  Circuit  Judge.    Affimned, 

The  appeal  is  from  an  order  setting  aside  a  special  ver- 
dict and  granting  a  new  trial.  The  facts  are  stated  in  the 
opinion. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  FUtt  cfe  Porter^  and 
oral  argument  by  TT.  H,  Flett. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Ycm  Heche  & 
Sma/rt^  and  oral  argument  by  E,  M,  Smart. 
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Cassodat,  0.  J.  This  case  was  here  upon  a  former  appeal 
from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  was  reversed 
for  error  in  the  admission  of  evidence.  92  Wis.  1.  Subse- 
quently the  cause  was  retried,  and  at  the  close  of  the  trial 
the  jury  returned  a  special  verdict,  to  the  effect  (1)  that  the 
defendant,  before  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  written 
contract,  did  make  statements  to  the  plaintiff  as  to  the 
quantity  of  timber  on  the  land?  described  in  the  contract; 
(2)  that  before  the  execution  of  the  contract  he  represented 
to  the  plaintiff  that  there  were  1,500,000  feet  of  nine-log 
timber  on  the  lands ;  (3)  that  such  representations,  so  made 
by  the  defendant,  were  made  for  the  purpose  of  inducing 
the  plaintiff  to  enter  into  the  contract;  (4)  that  the  defend- 
ant made  such  representations  as  to  the  size  and  quantity  of 
the  timber  with  intent  to  deceive  the  plaintiff;  (5)  that  the 
plaintiff  relied  solely  upon  the  representations  so  made  to 
him  by  the  defendant  as  to  the  size  and  quantity  of  the  tim- 
ber; (6)  that  the  defendant  knew,  or  ought  reasonably  to 
have  known,  that  the  statements  made  by  him  respecting 
the  size  and  quantity  of  the  timber  were  untrue ;  (7)  that 
the  defendant  did  not  tell  the  plaintiff  that  he  had  no  per- 
sonal knowledge  of  the  quantity  of  timber  on  the  lands,  and 
that  he  got  his  information  in  relation  thereto  from  others; 
(8)  that  the  plaintiff  did  not,  before  the  execution  of  the 
contract,  go  on  the  land  in  question  and  satisfy  himself  as 
to  the  size  and  quantity  of  the  timber  thereon;  (9)  that  the 
reasonable  cost  per  thousand  feet,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, to  have  logged  the  timber  on  the  lands  in  question 
during  the  winter  of  1891-92,  assuming  that  there  were 
1,500,000  feet  of  nine-log  timber  thereon,  would  have  been 
two  dollars;  (10)  that  it  was  agreed  that  the  defendant 
should  pay  the  plaintiff  for  getting  out  and  placing  boom 
sticks  around  the  logs  $25.  Thereupon,  on  motion  of  the 
defendant's  counsel,  it  was  ordered  that  such  special  verdict 
be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  granted,  the  costs  of  the  action 
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to  abide  the  result  of  the  trial,  and  such  order  was  there- 
upon entered  of  record.  From  that  order  the  plaintiff  brings 
this  appeal. 

By  the  written  contract  between  the  parties  the  defend- 
ant agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiff  three  dollars  per  thousand 
feet  for  getting  in  the  lumber  from  the  premises  described. 
The  jury  found  that,  had  there  been  1,500,000  feet  of  lum- 
ber on  such  premises  as  represented  by  the  defendant,  the 
plaintiff  could  have  gotten  in  such  timber,  in  performance 
of  the  contract,  at  the  reasonable  cost  of  two  dollars  per 
thousand  feet;  that  is  to  say,  he  would  have  made  a  profit 
of  $1,500  on  the  performance  of  the  contract,  had  the  facts 
been  as  represented  by  the  defendant.  In  the  former  judg- 
ment, the  plaintiff  recovered  such  profits  as  damages;  and 
upon  the  last  trial,  as  well  as  the  first,  the  cause  was  tried 
by  the  court  on  the  theory  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover,  if  at  all,  such  profits  as  damages.  The. trial  court 
granted  the  defendant's  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and 
grant  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that,  under  the  pleadings, 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  such  profits  as  damages. 

It  appears  that  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  trial  the  court 
sustained  a  demurrer  ore  tenua  to  the  complaint;  that  there- 
upon the  plaintiff  amended  his  complaint,  to  the  effect  that 
he  was  induced  to  sign  the  contract  on  the  false  and  fraud- 
ulent representations  of  the  defendant  as  to  the  size  and 
quantity  of  the  timber,  as  found  by  the  jury,  and  that,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  there  was  much  less  than  half  the  quantity 
of  timber  represented  on  the  lands,  and  that  much  of  that 
was  of  inferior  size,  and  hence  that  it  was  much  more  ex- 
pensive per  thousand  feet  to  get  in  such  timber.  Among 
other  things,  the  amended  complaint  contains  this  statement : 
"  Plaintiff  hereby  waives  his  cause  of  action  for  tort  herein, 
and  seeks  to  recover  on  implied  contract."  Such  amended 
complaint  also  contains  two  other  causes  of  action,  each 
upon  express  contract. 
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Upon  the  opening  of  the  trial,  "counsel  for  defendant 
moved  that  the  plaintiff  be  required  to  elect  between  the 
first  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  complaint  and  the  second 
and  third  causes  of  action,  on  the  ground  that  the  first  cause 
of  action  is  a  cause  of  action  sounding  in  tort,  and  the  second 
and  third  causes  of  action  are  in  contract."  But  the  court 
denied  the  motion.  The  court  then  admitted  testimony  as 
to  the  amount  of  such  profits,  against  objection,  and  the  trial 
judge  stated :  "  I  think  we  will  proceed  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  man  may  recover  the  profits  if  the  proof  shows  the 
fraudulent  representations  as  charged;"  and  further  ob- 
served that  it  would  be  understood  that  all  the  testimony 
offered  by  the  plaintiff  bearing  upon  the  question  of  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  profits  under  the  contract 
would  be  taken  under  the  objection  of  the  defendant,  as  fully 
as  if  an  objection  were  made  to  each  question  asked.  Such 
rulings  of  the  court  were,  manifestly,  based  upon  the  fact 
that  the  plaintiff  had  expressly  waived  the  tort  alleged  in 
the  first  cause  of  action,  and  upon  that  cause  of  action  was 
only  seeking  to  recover  upon  implied  contract,  in  which 
during  the  trial  the  defendant  had  acquiesced.  In  the  opinion 
setting  aside  the  verdict,  the  trial  judge  said,  in  answer  to 
the  position  of  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  that  "it  was  tacitly 
assumed  by  court  and  counsel  that  plaintiff  had  made  his 
election,  and  all  their  efforts  were  directed  to  ascertaining 
and  applying  the  true  measure  of  damages  applicable  to  such 
cases.  Now  it  is  asserted  that,  because  the  court  allowed 
profits  to  be  recovered,  it  was  virtually  a  decision  that  the 
action  was  in  tort.  I  expressly  disclaim  any  such  intention. 
I  was  then  in  doubt  as  to  the  true  rule  as  applied  to  cases  of 
implied  contract,  and,  the  profits  having  been  allowed  on  the 
former  trial  without  question,  I  followed  the  former  ruling. 
This  decision  was  based  upon  the  assumption  that  profits 
were  allowed  in  cases  of  implied  contract,  and  not  upon  a 
determination  that  the  action  was  in  tort." 
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The  right  of  a  plaintiff  to  waive  the'  tort  and  recover 
solely  on  the  ground  of  implied  contract  has  been  repeat- 
edly and  firmly  settled  by  this  court.  BaHh  v.  Graf^  101 
Wis.  27,  and  cases  there  cited.  Such  being  the  state  of  the 
record,  the  only  question  for  consideration  is  whether  the 
plaintiff  could  thus  waive  the  tort  and  recover  such  profits 
upon  such  implied  contract.  In  Norden  v.  Jones^  33  Wis. 
605,  606,  Dixon,  0.  J.,  quoting  approvingly  from  another 
case,  said :  "  It  is  a  principle  well  settled  that  a  promise  is 
not  implied  against  or  without  the  consent  of  the  person  at- 
tempted to  be  charged  by  it;  and,  where  one  is  implied,  it 
is  because  the  party  intended  it  should  be,  or  because  nair 
ural  justice  plainly  requires  it,  in  consideration  of  some  bene- 
JU  received.'*'*  Lee  -y.  CampbeU^  77  Wis.  340;  Limited  L  Asso. 
V.  Olend^de  /.  Asso.  99  Wis.  59.  As  stated  in  this  last  case: 
"  The  purpose  of  such  an  action  is  not  to  recover  damages, 
but  to  make  the  party  disgorge,  and  the  recovery  must  nec- 
essarily be  limited  by  the  party's  enrichment  from  the  alleged 
transaction."  Thus,  it  has  been  held  that  "  one  may  waive 
the  tort  and  sue  on  the  implied  contract  only  in  those  cases 
where  the  defendant  has  derived  some  benefit  from  the 
tort."  Webster  v.  Drinkwaier,  5  Me.  319;  S.  C.  17  Am.  Dec. 
238.  It  is  not  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  loss,  but  the 
amount  of  the  defendant's  gain,  which  is  recoverable  in  an 
action  upon  an  implied  contract.  N<U.  T.  Co.  v.  Gleason^  77 
N.  T.  400 ;  Keener,  Quasi-Cont.  200.  We  must  hold  that, 
upon  the  first  cause  of  action  alleged,  the  plaintiff  can  only 
recover  the  amount  which  the  defendant  has  been  enriched 
or  benefited  by  his  false  representations. 

By  the  CovH. —  The  order  of  the  circuit  court  is  affirmed* 

Babdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 
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Two  RivEEs  Manufactueing  CoMPAinr,  Appellant,  vs.  Day 

and  another,  Respondents. 

February  3 —February  ISl,  1899, 
Estoppel:  Disclaimer  of  title  to  land:  Record. 

1.  The  plaintiff  corporation,  being  the  owner  of  pine  lands,  was  applied 

to  by  defendants  to  fix  a  price  on  certain  tracts,  including  the 
tract  in  suit.  It  gave  a  price  on  the  other  lands,  but  stated  pos- 
itively to  defendants  that  it  did  not  own  the  tract  in  suit.  It  knew, 
at  the  time,  that  defendants  were  logging  all  the  pine  lands  they 
could  profitably  purchase  in  that  vicinity  and  were  constantly  in 
the  market  to  buy  such  lands,  and  that  one  R  claimed  to  own  the 
tract  in  question  under  a  tax  deed  and  had  offered  it  for  sale  to 
other&  Relying  on  plaintiff's  disclaimer,  defendants  bought  the 
tract  from  R  Held,  that  plaintiff  was  estopped  from  asserting  its 
title  as  original  owner  of  the  tract,  even  though  it  believed,  when 
it  made  the  disclaimer,  that  R's  tax  title  was  valid. 

2.  The  fact  that  the  state  of  the  title  was  apparent  from  the  record  did 

not  prevent  an  estoppel,  the  positive  disclaimer  by  plaintiff  having 
been  such  as  to  encourage  and  mislead  defendants  into  expenditure 
upon  the  bad  or  doubtful  titla  Oove  v.  White,  20  Wis.  425,  and 
Kingman  v.  Qraham,  51  Wi&  232,  distinguished. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Oneida 
county:  Chas.  V.  Babdeen,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

This  is  an  action  of  ejectment  for  eighty  acres  of  pine 
land,  with  damages  for  pine  timber  cut  and  removed  there- 
from by  the  defendants.  The  action  was  tried  by  the  court, 
trial  by  jury  being  waived.  There  was  little  dispute  as  to 
the  facts.  The  plaintiff  owns  considerable  pine  land  in  For- 
est county,  Wisconsin,  and  was  the  original  owner  of  the 
land  in  suit.  For  some  reason  the  plaintiff  failed  to  pay  the 
taxes  for  1884  upon  this  parcel  of  land,  but  did  pay  the  taxes 
for  the  succeeding  years,  until  1892.  One  Beyer,  of  Oconto, 
took  a  tax  deed  upon  the  land  for  the  tax  of  1884,  but  this 
tax  deed  was  void  by  reason  of  defects  in  the  proceedings, 
and,  through  the  failure  to  properly  enter  the  seal  upon  the 
record  in  the  register's  office,  the  defects  were  not  cured  by 


/ 
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the  statute  of  limitations.  The  defendants  purchased  the 
land  of  Beyer  in  October,  1894,  for  $1,600,  and  thereafter 
cut  and  removed  pine  timber  from  the  land  to  the  amount 
of  $1,477.56.  The  defendants,  by  answer,  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff,  before  they  purchased  of  Beyer,  and  knowing  that 
such  purchase  was  contemplated,  represented  to  the  defend- 
ants that  it  did  not  own  said  land,  and  that  the  defendants 
purchased  said  land  of  Beyer  relying  on  such  representation. 
The  court  found,  among  other  things,  the  facts  as  to  the 
original  ownership  of  the  land  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  issu- 
ance of  the  tax  deed  to  Beyer;  and,  further,  that  the  defend- 
ants have  been  engaged  for  ten  years  in  manufacturing  and 
selling  lumber  at  Ehinelander,  and  in  cutting  and  hauling 
logs  near  that  city,  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Cavour,  Forest 
county,  and  during  all  that  time  have  been  in  the  market 
Jfor  the  purchase  of  standing  pine  timber  in  that  region,  for 
use  in  their  said  business,  which  facts  the  plaintiff  knew  after 
July  15, 1891;  that  from  July  15, 1891,  to  October,  1894,  the 
plaintiff  was  in  the  market  selling  standing  pine  timber  in 
the  vicinity  of  Cavour,  where  it  owned  large  tracts  of  tim- 
ber, and  was  offering  the  same  to  the  defendants,  including 
the  land  in  question;  that  the  plaintiff,  by  letter,  made  an 
offer  to  the  defendants,  July  15,  1891,  to  sell  a  large  quan- 
tity of  pine  land  in  this  vicinity,  including  the  eighty -acre 
tract  in  question,  and  that  during  1891  and  1892  there  was 
correspondence  between  the  parties  concerning  the  purchase 
and  sale  of  said  land,  and  also  other  lands  in  the  same  vicin- 
ity, but  that  none  of  the  list  were  sold,  owing  to  failure  to 
agree  upon  prices,  although  $3,000  worth  of  land  near  by  was 
sold ;  that  further  correspondence  took  place  between  the 
parties  during  1892  and  1893  with  regard  to  the  purchase  by 
the  defendants  of  timber  in  this  vicinity,  from  which  it 
clearly  appeared  that  the  defendants  were  desirous  of  buy- 
ing all  that  they  reasonably  could  buy  in  the  vicinity  of 
Cavour;  that  on  the  19th  of  April,  1894,  in  a  letter,  the  de- 
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feudality  agaia  asked  the  plaintiff  about  the  Cavour  lands, 
meaning  those  described  in  the  list  of  July  15, 1891,  and  say : 
^*If  you  would  make  us  a  price  on  the  Cavour  lands  which 
would  allow  us  to  handle  it,  we  would  buy  it,  and  log  it  the 
coming  winter; "  that,  in  reply  to  this,  the  plaintiff  wrote, 
on  the  same  day,  that  it  still  owned  the  lands  in  the  list  of 
July  15th,  and  offered  to  sell  the  same  for  $15,500,  except 
that  at  the  foot  of  the  letter  there  was  the  following  sentence : 
^^  The  east  half  of  the  southwest  quarter  of  section  27  we  do 
not  own."  This  is  the  description  of  the  land  in  controversy 
in  this  action.  Further  correspondence  was  had  between 
the  parties  after  this,  but  the  lands  were  not  bought,  and 
the  disclaimer  of  ownership  of  the  tract  in  question  in  this 
suit  was  never  withdrawn  or  afterwards  referred  to. 

The  court  further  found  that  in  the  fall  of  1892  the  plaint- 
iff knew  that  Beyer  was  offering  to  sell  the  tract  of  land  in 
question  to  one  Weed,  and  in  consequence  of  this  knowledge 
obtained  advice  as  to  the  validity  of  Beyer's  tax  title,  and 
was  advised  that  the  statute  of  limitations  had  run  upon  it 
and  made  it  a  good  title,  which  advice  the  plaintiff  accepted, 
and  made  the  disclaimer  of  title,  believing  such  to  be  the 
fact;  that  prior  to  April  19, 1894,  Beyer  offered  the  land  for 
sale  to  the  defendants,  and  the  defendants  purchased  it  of 
Beyer;  that  the  plaintiff's  disclaimer  of  ownership  was  delib- 
erately and  knowingly  made,  with  intent  that  it  should  be  be- 
lieved by  the  defendants  to  be  true  and  that  they  should  act 
accordingly,  and  that  said  disclaimer  was  reasonably  calcu- 
lated to  induce  a  person  of  ordinary  intelligence  and  pru- 
dence, in  the  defendants'  situation,  to  believe  it  to  be  true, 
and  to  act  thereon  without  further  inquiry,  and  to  purchase 
the  land  from  Beyer;  and  that  such  purchase  was  made  from 
Beyer  relying  upon  the  plaintiff's  disclaimer  as  true,  and 
believing  that  Beyer  was  the  true  owner;  and  that  the  de- 
fendants would  not  have  purchased  of  Beyer  but  for  said 
disclaimer  by  the  plaintiff  and  their  belief  in  its  truth. 
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Further  findiogs  were  made  as  to  the  amount  of  timber 
cut  by  the  defendants,  and  as  to  the  invalidity  of  the  tax 
deed,  and  the  court  concluded  that  the  plaintiff  was  estopped 
by  its  acts  to  deny  the  defendants'  ownership,  and  dismissed 
the  complaint;  whereupon  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

A.  W.  Shelton^  for  the  appellant,  to  the  point  that  the  rep- 
resentations made  in  this  case  do  not  constitute  an  estoppel, 
cited  Meisel  v.  WeUes^  107  Mich.  453;  Picka/rd  v.  Sears,  6 
Adol.  &  El.  4:69;  Freeman  v,  Cooke j  2  Exch.  654;  JSinffman 
V,  Graham^  51  Wis.  232;  Brant  v.  Virginia  C.  (&  Z  Co.  93 
U.  S.  326;  Anderson  v.  Cohum,  27  Wis.  558;  Oove  v.  White, 
20  Wis.  425;  ProcUyr  v.  Puimxm  M.  Co.  137  Mass.  159;  3 
Washb.  Keal  Prop.  (4th  ed.),  80;  Broitm  v.  Cohn,  95  Wis.  90. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  JI.  O.  FairchiMj 
of  counsel,  and  oral  argument  by  B.  L.  Parker, 

WiNSLow,  J.  The  only  question  in  the  case  is  whether 
the  facts  estop  the  plaintiff  from  asserting  its  title  to  the 
land  in  question.  When,  in  April,  1894,  the  defendants  ap- 
plied to  plaintiff  to  fix  a  price  upon  the  Cavour  pine  lands, 
including  the  eighty  acres  in  controversy,  the  plaintiff,  after 
giving  a  price  upon  its  other  lands  in  that  vicinity,  stated 
positively  that  it  did  not  own  the  lands  in  suit.  It  is  clear 
that  the  plaintiff  then  knew  that  the  defendants  were  log- 
ging all  the  pine  lands  they  could  profitably  purchase  in  that 
vicinity,  and  were  constantly  in  the  market  to  purchase  such 
lands,  and  that  Beyer  claimed  to  own  this  eighty  acres  and 
had  offered  it  for  sale  to  others.  Had  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff  knew  that  the  defendants  were  negotiating  with 
Beyer  for  the  purchase  of  the  eighty,  or  were  abo6t  to  ne- 
gotiate with  him,  we  apprehend  there  could  be  little  con- 
tention but  that  an  estoppel  would  take  place  if  the  defend- 
ants bought  of  Beyer  relying  on  the  disclaimer.  True,  the 
plaintiff  believed  its  statement  to  be  true,  and  hence  was  not 
guilty  of  intentional  deceit  or  of  making  a  knowingly  false 
statement;  but  the  disclaimer  would  have  been  one  delib- 
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erately  made,  with  intent  to  influence  the  act  of  another 
who  was  known  to  be  about  to  act  upon  the  truth  of  the 
representation,  and  the  making  of  such  a  statement,  even  in 
ignorance  of  its  falsity,  would  have  amounted  to  such  cul- 
pable negligence  as  would  be  the  equivalent  of  fraud.  Cole- 
man V.  Pearce^  26  Minn.  123;  Hendricks  v.  KeUy^  64  Ala. 
388;  Mayer  V,  Erhardt^  88  111.  452;  Kmgmam,  v.  Oraham^  51 
Wis.  232;  Leather  M,  Bank  v.  Morgan,  117  DT.  S.  96;  2  Her- 
man,  Estoppel,  §§  771,  772. 

But  it  is  said  in  the  present  case  that  the  disclaimer  was  not 
made  with  any  knowledge  that  the  defendants  proposed  to 
act  thereon,  and  hence  is  but  a  mere  casual  statement,  which 
cannot  be  the  foundation  of  an  estoppel.  The  general  rule 
is  that  the  statement  relied  on  as  an  estoppel  must  be  made 
with  intent  that  it  be  acted  upon,  and  with  knowledge  that 
the  other  party  is  contemplating  such  action ;  but  it  by  no 
means  follows  that  the  intended  action  must  be  definitely 
and  positively  known  to  the  maker  of  the  statement.  If 
the  circumstances  are  such  that  a  reasonable  man,  under  the 
circumstances,  would  anticipate  that  it  was  to  be  acted  on, 
it  will  be  sufficient.  The  principle  is  well  expressed  in  King- 
man V.  Grahamy  supra,  in  the  following  words:  "If  there  is 
a  positive  misrepresentation,  it  in  general  suffices  if  it  be 
made  either  with  the  intention  that  another  should  act  upon 
it,  or  with  knowledge  that  he  is  about  to  act,  or  under  such 
circumstances  that  a  reasonable  man  would  know  that  it 
would  be  acted  upon."  Herman  says  that  the  party  estopped 
must  have  "had  reasodable  ground  for  supposing  that  the 
person  whom  he  was  misleading  would  act  upon  what  he 
was  saying."    2  Herman,  Estoppel,  §  775. 

Under  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case,  it  seems  to 
us  clear  that  the  plaintiff  had  reasonable  ground  to  appre- 
hend that  the  defendants  would  purchase  the  land  of  Beyer, 
if  they  could  do  so,  after  the  disclaimer  of  title  was  made. 
Its  officers  knew  that  the  defendants  were  looking  for  such 
land  to  purchase,  and  that  Beyer,  and  no  one  else,  was  re- 
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cently  offering  this  parcel  for  sale.  A  very  small  degree  of 
business  sagacity  would  suggest  to  any  mind  the  probable 
result  of  these  conditions. 

It  is  said  that  the  state  of  the  title  was  apparent  from  the 
record,  and  was,  or  might  have  been,  as  well  known  to  the 
defendants  as  to  the  plaintiff,  and  hence  that  there  can  be  no 
estoppel ;  and  reliance  is  placed  upon  Gove  v.  White^  20  Wis. 
425,  and  Kvngmam,  v.  Graham^  supra.  The  first  of  the  cases 
involved  the  question  simply  as  to  whether  a  party  could  be 
estopped  by  oral  declarations  from  asserting  the  true  bound- 
ary of  land,  when  the  boundaries  were  clearly  set  forth  in 
the  deeds  which  the  party  claiming  the  estoppel  had  in  his 
possession.  The  second  is  a  case  where  mere  silence  was  as- 
serted as  a  ground  of  estoppel,  and  it  was  held  that,  where 
the  title  appears  of  record,  mere  silence  will  not  estop  the 
true  owner  from  asserting  his  title.  But,  in  the  same  case, 
the  case  of  Knouff  v.  Thompson^  16  Pa.  St.  357,  was  cited 
with  approval,  as  follows:  "The  party  who  has  placed  his 
written  title  on  record  has  given  the  notice  which  every  per- 
son is  bound  to  know  and  respect.  The  law  does  not  require 
him  to  go  further.  But,  if  he  speaks  or  acts,  it  must  be  con- 
sistent with  his  recorded  title.  The  law  distinguishes  be- 
tween silence  and  encouragement.  While  silence  may  be 
innocent  and  lawful,  to  encourage  and  mislead  another  into 
expenditure  on  a  bad  or  doubtful  title  would  be  a  positive 
fraud  that  should  bar  and  estop  the  party, —  the  author  of 
that  encouragement  and  deception,— from  disturbing  the 
title  of  the  person  whom  he  misled,  by  any  claim  of  title  in 
himself."  The  application  of  this  principle  to  the  present 
case  is  so  plain  as  to  render  comment  unnecessary.  The 
judgment  of  the  court  below  was  right,  and  should  be  af- 
firmed. 

By  the  Gowrt, —  Judgment  aflSrmed. 

Basdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 
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Gilbert,  Bespondent,  vs.  Pier,  Appellant. 
February  3 — February  tl,  1899. 

CoufUies:  Estoppel:  Mistakes  of  officers:  Tax  titles:  Limitations:  Eacemp- 

turns:  Presumptions, 

"L  A  public  corporation  is  not  estopped  by  mere  mistakes  of  its  officers 
in  performing  their  official  duties  imposed  upon  them  by  law. 

2l  a  county  is  not  estopped  from  claiming  title  to  lands  which,  as  lands 
of  the  county,  were  exempt  from  taxation,  by  reason  of  the  acts  of 
officers  in  taxing  the  lands,  selling  them  for  the  taxes,  and  stating 
at  the  time  of  the  tax  sale  that  the  county  had  no  interest  in  the 
lands,  although  the  purchaser  relied  upon  such  statement  in  pur- 
chasing at  such  sale  and  thereafter  taking  a  tax  deed. 

8.  The  provision  of  sec.  1191,  R.  S.  1878.  that  the  comity  shall  be  the  ex- 
clusive purchaser  at  a  tax  sale  of  lands  upon  which  it  already  holds 
a  tax  certificate  does  not  prevent  the  statute  of  limitations  running 
in  favor  of  a  tax  deed  based  on  a  tax  sale  of  such  lands  to  a  differ- 
ent purchaser,  where  the  lands  were  not  exempt  from  the  taxes  for 
which  such  sale  was  made. 

4.  Under  the  provision  of  sea  1191,  R.  S.  1878,  that  lands  shall  be  exempt 
from  taxation  when  a  tax  deed  shall  be  issued  to  a  county  and  it 
shall  hold  the  certificates  of  tax  sales  for  two  successive  years 
subsequent  to  the  sale  on  which  such  deed  shall  issue,  there  is  no 
presumption  that  the  county  to  which  a  deed  is  issued  holds  the 
certificates  of  such  other  sales,  although  the  section  provides  that 
the  county  shall  be  the  exclusive  purchaser  at  such  sales,  since  the 
former  owner  may  have  paid  the  taxes  for  those  years;  but  where 
the  lands  are  subsequently  taxed  and  sold  for  taxes  to  another  per- 
son the  presumption  is,  rather,  that  the  lands  were  then  subject  to 
taxation. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Lincoln 
county:  CnAs.  V.  Bardeen,  Circuit  Judge.    Heversed. 

Action  to  quiet  title  to  land,  involving  the  validity  of  a 
tax  deed  under  which  defendant  claimed  the  land.  The 
facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Harriet  S,  Pler^  for  the  appellant. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Brown  &  Prodi 
and  F.  E,  Butrip^  and  oral  argument  by  NeaZ  Brown. 
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Marshall,  J.  June  9,  1886,' Lincoln  county  in  due  form 
of  law  acquired  title  to  a  tract  of  land  by  tax  deed  based  on 
a  tax  sale  of  1883.  December  21, 1896,  the  county  by  quit- 
claim deed  conveyed  the  land  to  plaintiff.  There  was  no 
question  on  the  evidence  but  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  by  virtue  of  the  title  thus  acquired,  unless  defend- 
ant was  the  owner  of  the  land  under  a  tax  deed  made  to  her 
in  due  form  of  law,  based  on  a  tax  sale  of  the  land  for  taxes 
of  1889.  The  latter  tax  deed  plaintiff  contended  was  void 
because  the  lands  were  exempt  from  taxation  for  the  year 
1889,  being  county  land.  Defendant  answered  that  conten- 
tion by  saying  the  proof  was  insuflBcient  to  show  exemption 
from  taxation  under  the  statute,  and  further,  that  plaintiff 
possessed  under  his  quitclaim  deed  no  better  title  tiian  his 
grantor,  and  that  the  latter  was  estopped  from  claiming  title 
before  conveying  the  land  to  plaintiff  because  of  the  previous 
conveyance  to  defendant,  and  because  of  the  taxing  of  the 
land  in  1889,  the  sale  for  such  taxes,  and  representations 
made  by  the  county  treasurer  at  the  time  of  the  tax  sale 
that  the  county  had  no  interest  in  the  land,  upon  which  de- 
fendant relied  in  purchasing  at  such  sale  and  thereafter  tak- 
ing the  tax  deed. 

The  rule  is  well  settled  that  a  public  corporation  is  not 
estopped  by  acts  of  its  officers  and  agents  in  excess  of  their 
powers;  nor  by  omissions  or  mistakes  of  officers  in  perform- 
ing duties  specifically  enjoined  upon  them  by  law,  as  distin- 
guished from  duties  imposed  upon  the  corporation  itself. 
Every  person  in  dealing  with  an  officer  of  a  corporation  is 
presumed  to  know  the  extent  of  his  powers  and  the  capacity 
in  which  he  acts  in  the  particular  case. 

Numerous  instances  may  be  found,  some  of  which  are 
cited  in  the  brief  of  appellant's  counsel,  where  a  public  cor- 
poration has  been  held  estopped  by  its  corporate  acts  irreg- 
ularly performed,  as  by  so  issuing  corporate  bonds.  In- 
stances where  corporations  have  been  held  bound  by  mere 
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mistakes  of  officers  in  performing  their  statutory  duties  are 
contrary  to  the  settled  law.  Adams  Go.  v.  B.  cfe  M,  H.  Co. 
39  Iowa,  507,  is  such  an  instance.  It  is  relied  upon  by  ap- 
pellant's counsel.  It  will  be  seen  by  reference  to  Adams 
Co.  V.  B.  cfe  Jf.  R.  Co.  55  Iowa,  94,  that  the  Iowa  court  rec- 
ognized the  rule  established  there  by  early  decisions  to  be 
contrary  to  the  general  rule  on  the  subject.  Such  general 
rule,  that  the  corporation  is  not  bound  or  estopped  by  the 
mere  mistakes  of  its  officers  in  performing  their  official  du- 
ties, will  be  found  stated,  and  supported  by  numerous  au- 
thorities, in  Throop,  Pub.  Off.  §§  651,  593.  The  following 
cases  in  this  court  are  to  the  same  effect:  Hoffmam,  v.  Chip- 
pewa Co.  77  Wis.  214;  Cady  v.  Ba/Uey^  95  Wis.  370;  Smith 
V.  Ba/rron  Co.  44  Wis.  686. 

It  is  clear  that  the  levy  of  taxes  upon  the  land  while  it 
was  exempt,  if  such  were  the  fact,  the  return  of  the  land 
delinquent  for  the  nonpayment  of  such  taxes,  the  sale  that 
followed  and  statement  made  at  the  time  of  such  sale,  and 
the  making  of  the  tax  deed,  were  all  mistakes,  if  mistakes 
at  all,  of  the  officers  of  the  town  where  the  land  is  situated 
and  officers  of  the  county  in  the  performance  of  their  offi- 
cial duties  imposed  upon  them  by  law, —  not  corporate  acts 
strictly  so  called.  Hence  the  county  was  not  estopped  or 
affected  in  any  way  thereby.  In  contemplation  of  law,  the 
defendant  acted  from  first  to  last  with  full  knowledge  of 
the  whole  situation,  and  therefore  has  no  reason  to  com- 
plain. 

Was  the  land  subject  to  taxes  for  the  year  1889  ?  That  is 
the  remaining  question.  By  sees.  1034, 1038,  and  1191,  R  S. 
1878,  it  was  not  so  subject  to  taxation  if  the  county  then 
held,  in  addition  to  its  tax  title  based  on  the  sale  of  1883, 
two  tax  certificates  of  sale  unredeemed  for  two  years  sub- 
sequent to  such  sale.  We  are  unable  to  find  evidence  in  the 
record  to  satisfy  that  call  of  the  statute;  neither  does  it  ap- 
pear that  the  conclusion  of  the  learned  trial  court  as  to  ex- 
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emption  from  taxation  was  based  on  that  as  one  of  the 
statutory  requirements.  It  was  found  that  the  county  held 
a  tax  deed,  and  that  was  the  sole  circumstance  upon  which 
exemption  from  taxation  was  found.  The  other  requisite — 
ownership  of  two  tax  certificates  unredeemed  for  two  suc- 
cessive years  subsequent  to  the  sale  upon  which  the  tax  deed 
was  issued — was  overlooked,  as  appears. 

But  it  is  said  by  plaintiff  that  by  sec.  1191  the  county, 
only,  was  entitled  to  purchase  the  land  at  a  tax  sale  thereof 
upon  which  it  already  had  a  tax  certificate,  hence  the  sale 
to  defendant  was  void.  That  maybe  admitted;  but  still 
she  did  purchase  at  the  sale,  took  the  tax  certificate,  and 
thereafter  obtained  a  tax  deed  in  favor  of  which  the  stat- 
utes of  limitation  were  set  in  operation.  Such  statutes  were 
properly  pleaded  and  insisted  upon,  and  were  effectual  to 
bar  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  absence  of  a  showing 
that  the  lands  were  in  fact  not  subject  to  taxation  for  the 
taxes  upon  which  defendant's  deed  was  based. 

It  is  suggested  that,  as  the  lands  were  subjected  to  taxa- 
tion for  the  two  years  after  that  on  which  the  county  tax 
deed  was  based,  and  the  county  only  was  entitled  to  pur- 
chase at  a  tax  sale  for  such  taxes,  it  should  be  presumed  that 
it  became  the  purchaser  and  was  in  fact  the  owner  of  two 
certificates  of  sale  required  by  the  exemption  provision  of 
the  statute.  The  difficulty  with  that  logic  is  that  it  leaves 
out  a  Yery  important  premise, —  the  fact  that  the  former 
owner  may  have  paid  the  taxes  for  subsequent  years.  When 
that  is  considered,  so  as  to  make  the  premises  complete,  all 
room  for  the  presumption  suggested  disappears.  If  any  pre- 
sumption, then,  is  to  be  indulged  in,  it  would  seem  to  be 
against  the  ownership  of  the  two  certificates  required  to  sat- 
isfy the  exemption  provision,  because  sec.  1191  requires  the 
county  clerk  annually  to  furnish  the  assessor  of  each  town 
in  his  county  a  list  of  the  lands  in  such  town  exempt  under 

such  section,  in  order  to  prevent  an  improper  levy  of  taxes 
Vol.103— 22 
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thereon.  Presuming  that  such  duty  was  performed,  and  cor- 
rectly, and  that  the  officers  of  the  town  properly  paid  atten- 
tion to  it,  the  land  was  subject  to  taxation  for  1889,  and  the 
difficulty  arose  solely  by  reason  of  the  county  treasurer's  per- 
mitting the  defendant  to  become  the  purchaser  instead  of 
bidding  the  land  in  for  the  county. 

It  follows  that  the  decision  of  the  trial  court,  that  defend- 
ant's deed  was  void  because  the  land  was  exempt  from  taxa- 
tion in  1889,  cannot  be  sustained.  Inasmuch,  however,  as 
the  ownership  of  tax  certificates,  so  as  to  render  the  land 
exempt  from  taxation,  on  which  the  case  turns  here,  does 
not  appear  to  have  occurred  to  the  trial  court  or  been  pre- 
sented to  him,  but  suggested  here  for  the  first  time,  it  is  con- 
sidered there  should  be  a  new  trial  on  that  one  subject. 

By  the  Court, —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  rehearing  on  the  single 
question  of  whether  the  county,  in  1889,  was  the  owner  of 
two  certificates  of  sale  unredeemed  on  the  land  for  two  suc- 
cessive years  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  sale  on  which  the 
county  tax  deed  was  based ;  and  if  that  fact  be  found  in 
plaintiff's  favor,  to  render  jhdgment  against  the  defendant 
according  to  the  prayer  of  the  complaint;  otherwise,  in  favor 
of  the  defendant. 

Bardeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 


PiBE,  Eespondent,  vs.  Oneida  Coitnty,  Appellant. 

February  S—Febnmry  SI,  1899. 

Statutes:  Amendment  and  repeal:  Invalid  tax  certificates:  Befund:  Di- 
vision of  county:  Severance  of  claims  on  certificates  and  deeds, 

1.  Rightful  claims  for  refund  upon  invalid  tax  certificates  under  sec. 
1184,  R.  S.  1878,  upon  which  suit  had  been  brought  prior  to  the  en- 
actment of  ck  215,  Laws  of  1897,  were  not  defeated  by  the  latter 
act,  although  the  invalidity  was  by  reason  of  irregularities  not 
affecting  the  groundwork  of  the  taxes. 
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2.  The  fact  that  lands  covered  by  invalid  tax  certificates  had,  prior  to 
the  application  for  a  refund,  i)assed  out  of  the  limits  and  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  county  which  issued  such  certificates,  does  not  release 
such  county  from  the  obligation  to  make  the  refund. 

8.  The  holder  of  invalid  tax  certificates  held,  also,  tax  deeds  on  the 
same  lands  based  on  prior  sales.  Such  deeds  were  invalid  and  were 
surrendered  for  cancellation.  All  the  claims  for  refimd  on  such 
certificates  and  deeds  were  brought  to  the  circuit  court  at  the  same 
time  by  appeal  from  the  county  board,  but,  by  the  consolidation  of 
various  different  claims  pursuant  to  stipulation  of  the  parties  and 
order  of  the  court,  the  claim  upon  the  certificates  in  question  be- 
came separated  from  the  claim  on  the  deeds  on  the  same  land. 
Held,  that  such  severance  should  not,  imder  the  circumstances,  de- 
feat a  recovery  upon  the  certificates. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Oneida 
county:  Chas.  V.  Babdben,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

PlaintiflP,  in  May,  1895,  duly  surrendered,  for  refund,  tax 
certificates  upon  sales  for  taxes  for  the  years  1889  to  1892, 
on  certain  lands  in  Oneida  county,  which  certificates  were 
invalid  for  various  reasons  not  affecting  the  groundwork  of 
the  taxes.  Her  claims  being  disallowed,  she  appealed  to 
the  circuit  court.  She  also  had  sundry  other  claims  upon 
invalid  tax  deeds  and  certificates,  which  were  presented  to, 
and  disallowed  by,  the  county  board,  and  appealed  to  the 
circuit  court  at  the  same  time  with  those  involved  in  this 
action,  amongst  others  being  claims  upon  two  tax  deeds,  one 
issued  in  1892  upon  the  sale  of  the  year  1889,  and  the  other 
issued  in  September,  1893,  based  upon  tax  sale  of  1890, 
which  deeds  covered  some  of  the  same  lands  included  in  the 
certificates  involved  in  this  action.  The  court  found  that 
both  of  said  deeds  were  invalid.  The  lands  here  involved 
are  within  the  territory  which,  by  ch.  150,  Laws  of  1893, 
taking  effect  April  15,  1893,  was  included  in  the  county  of 
Vilas.  The  circuit  court  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff 
for  the  refund  of  the  various  taxes  covered  by  the  certificates 
involved,  from  which  judgment  the  defendant  appeals. 

Sam  S.  Miller^  for  the  appellant. 

Ha/rriet  H.  Pier^  for  the  respondent. 
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Dodge,  J.  The  defendant  concedes  the  invalidity  of  all 
these  certificates,  and  thte  presentation  and  disallowance  of 
the  claims  thereon  by  the  county  board,  but  objects  to  the 
judgment  on  three  grounds:  First,  that  by  ch.  215,  Laws  of 
1897,  sec.  1184,  K.  S.  1878,  authorizing  the  refunding  of 
money  paid  upon  invalid  tax  certificates,  was  so  limited  as 
to  exclude  this  cause  of  action,  the  invalidity  in  these  certifi- 
cates being  by  reason  of  mistake  or  irregularity  not  affect- 
ing the  groundwork  of  the  tax;  second,  that  the  lands 
involved  were  in  the  county  of  Vilas,  so  that  the  county  of 
Oneida  could  not  reach  them  to  reassess  these  taxes  thereon 
at  the  time  plaintiff's  claims  were  presented ;  and,  third,  for 
the  reason  that  it  appeared  that  plaintiff  held  tax  deeds  to 
certain  of  the  lands  covered  by  these  certificates,  so  that  the 
purchase  of  the  certificates  ought  to  be  deemed  merely  a 
payment  of  the  tax,  and  refundable  only  in  caise  of  a  sur- 
render and  cancellation  of  the  deeds,  and  in  connection 
therewith,  as  subsequent  taxes. 

1.  Ch.  215,  Laws  of  1897,  cannot  be  held  to  exclude  any 
rightful  claims  for  refund  upon  invalid  certificates  existing 
at  the  time  of  its  passage.  Its  language  is  entirely  consist- 
ent with  only  a  prospective  effect,  and  it  cannot  be  con- 
strued to  be  retroactive,  in  the  absence  of  clear  and  express 
provision.  Boormcm  v.  Juneau  Co.  76  Wis.  550,  554.  Es- 
pecially, in  view  of  the  provisions  of  sec.  4974,  it  cannot  be 
held  that  the  act  of  1897  could  be  effective  to  repeal  sec. 
1184,  as  to  the  liability  of  the  county  theretofore  existing, 
and  upon  which  suit  had  already  been  brought  before  the 
enactment  of  the  repeal. 

2.  The  fact  that  the  lands  covered  by  the  certificates  in 
question  had,  prior  to  the  application  for  a  refund,  passed  out 
of  the  limits  and  jurisdiction  of  Oneida  county,  cannot  defeat 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover.  It  was  to  Oneida  county  that 
the  money  had  been  paid;  it  was  Oneida  county  which  had 
contracted  to  make  the  plaintiff  a  good  tax  title,  from  the 
breach  of  which  contract  the  duty  to  refund  results  {Pier  v. 
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Oneida  Co.  93  Wis.  463);  and  it  is  clearly  the  county  board 
of  the  same  county  which  issued  the  certificates  which,  by 
sec.  1184,  is  authorized  and  required  to  cancel  the  same  and 
refund  the  money.  Whether  or  not  that  countj'^  board  has 
been  prevented  from  exercising  the  power  of  reassessment, 
under  sec.  1186,  by  a  transference  of  the  lands  from  its 
jurisdiction,  is  a  question  which  cannot  concern  the  plaintiff. 
3.  The  contention  of  the  defendant  that,  because  the  plaint- 
iff holds  tax  deeds  based  on  taxes  prior  to  those  for  which 
she  holds  some  of  the  certificates,  her  purchase  of  the  certifi- 
cates should  be  deemed  to  be  a  payment  of  the  taxes,  is  met 
by  the  fact,  found  in  this  case,  that  those  deeds  are  invalid 
.  and  have  been  surrendered  for  cancellation,  so  that  the  plaint- 
iff is  entitled  to  refund,  not  only  of  the  taxes  on  which  said 
deeds  were  issued,  but  all  subsequent  taxes.  Doubtless,  as 
defendant  contends,  the  regular  and  proper  proceeding  con- 
templated by  sec.  1184  is  that  where  a  deed,  held  by  a  party 
who  has  paid  subsequent  taxes,  is  canceled,  the  entire  amount 
of  the  refund  on  that  property  should  be  ascertained  and 
paid  upon  the  surrender  of  the  tax  deed ;  but  in  this  case  all 
of  these  claims  were  brought  to  the  circuit  court  at  the  same 
time,  and  various  different  claims  were  consolidated  by  stipu- 
lation of  the  parties  and  order  of  the  court,  whereby,  appar- 
ently, the  claim  upon  the  certificates  here  involved  became 
separated  from  the  claim  upon  the  deeds  to  the  same  land. 
All  of  said  cases  being  before  the  same  court,  this  method  of 
consolidation  having  been  by  stipulation,  and  there  being 
no  exception  thereto,  the  plaintiff  should  not  thereby  be  pre- 
vented from  recovering  all  to  which  she  is  entitled.  No 
possible  injury  can  result  to  the  defendant  from  the  recov- 
ery by  the  plaintiff  upon  these  certificates  in  this  action  and 
upon  the  deeds  in  another.  Our  holding  upon  this  question 
should  not  be  understood  as  generally  authorizing  a  sever- 
ance between  the  deed  and  subsequent  certificates  upon  the 
same  property  in  claims  for  refund,  but  is  applied  only  to 
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the  peculiar  and  unusoal  situation  here,  where  the  separation 
has  been  made  by  the  consent  of  both  parties  and  the  court, 
for  convenience  in  trial  and  consideration  of  certain  ques- 
tions presented. 
JSy  the  Court. — Judgment  af&rmed. 

Babdeen,  J.,  took  no  part. 


loe  m\       Menz,  Sespondent,  vs.  Beebe,  Appellant,  and  another,  Be- 


spondent. 

November  Si^  1898 — March  Xfc  1899, 

(1,  3)  Appeal:  Eeview:  Findings  of  fact  (6,  7)  ItevenMilfor  mistake  not 
"brought  to  attention  of  trial  court:  Modification  and  affirmance 
of  judgment  (8,  4)  Fraud:  Rescission  of  contract:  Accounting  by 
torongdoer.    (5,  6)  Costs:  Discretion, 

1.  On  appeal  from  a  judgment  in  an  action  tried  by  the  circuit  court 

without  a  jury,  on  exceptions  to  the  findings  of  fact  the  evidence 
will  be  examined  in  respect  to  whether  it  sustains  such  findings, 
but  error  is  presumed  against,  and  unless  clearly  shown  the  decis- 
ion of  the  trial  court  will  not  be  disturbed. 

2.  Under  the  foregoing  rule  all  fair  doubts  are  to  be  resolved  in  favor 

of  the  decision  rendered  below;  and  the  distance  between  clear 
preponderance  of  evidence  on  one  side  of  a  controversy  and  pre- 
ponderance on  the  other  is  so  great  that  the  decision  below  on  a 
question  of  fact  is  not  easily  or  frequently  disturbed. 

a  When  a  person  falsely  represents  the  character  or  value  of  property 
for  the  purpose  of  inducing  another  to  part  with  the  same  by  a  sale 
or  exchange  for  other  property  owned  by  him,  and  relying  thereon 
such  other  makes  the  sale  or  exchange,  he  may  rescind  the  trans- 
action within  a  reasonable  time  after  discovering  the  fraud,  by 
returning  or  offering  to  retiurn  what  he  received,  and  compel  a 
restoration  to  his  former  situation. 

4  In  case  of  a  rescission  of  a  fraudulent  transaction  as  stated,  the  fraud- 
ulent vendee  becomes  a  trustee  for  his  vendor  and  liable  to  account 
for  all  property  received  from  him;  and  in  case  he  is  unable  to 
restore  all  the  property,  then  to  account  for  the  value,  when  ob- 
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tained,  of  that  which  he  cannot  restore,  with  interest;  or  if  he  has 
sold  it  for  more  than  its  fair  value,  then  to  account  for  the  amount 
BO  received,  with  interest,  the  rule  being  that  the  fraudulent  vendee 
has  no  right  to  profit  by  his  fraud. 

5.  Though  costs  in  an  equity  case  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  that 
means  a  legal  discretion  —  not  mere  arbitrary  judicial  will;  and 
unless  a  person  has  been  called  into  court  by  another  or  prejudiced 
by  him  in  some  way  in  the  action,  there  is  nothing  for  the  discre- 
tion of  the  coiirt  to  act  upon  in  mulcting  such  other  in  costs. 

^  A  person  is  not  entitled  to  a  reversal  or  costs  on  appeal  because  of  a 
plain  error  against  him  in  the  allowance  of  a  small  amount  of  in- 
terest, where  the  error  is  so  plain  that  it  could  readily  have  been 
corrected  by  an  application  in  the  court  below  and  no  such  appli- 
cation was  made. 

7.  A  judgment  in  an  equity  case  may  be  modified  on  appeal  and  affirmed 
as  modified. 
[Syllabus  by  Marshall,  J.] 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dane 
county:  R.  G.  Siebeoker,  Circuit  Judge.  Modified  amd  af- 
filmed  in  part;  reversed  in  part. 

This  action  was  brought  to  rescind  an  exchange  of  real 
estate  made  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  Beehe^  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  and  for  appropriate  relief  restoring  plaint- 
iff to  his  former  situation.  Defendant  BoJm  was  made  de- 
fendant as  a  purchaser  from  Beebe,  with  notice  of  the  fraud 
complained  of.  He  answered  denying  bad  faith  on  his  part 
and  claiming  to  be  a  hona  fide  purchaser.  Beebe  answered, 
and  the  issues  of  fact  raised  by  the  pleadings  were  decided 
by  the  court  substantially  as  follows: 

Plaintiff,  was  the  owner  of  120  acres  of  land  known  as  the 
Sun  Prairie  farm,  and  certain  other  real  estate,  and  some 
personal  property  described  in  the  complaint,  situated  in 
Dane  county,  Wisconsin,  the  real  estate  being  worth  $5,600, 
incumbered  for  $2,950,  and  the  personal  property  being 
worth  $1,093.55.  Defendant  Beebe  owned  a  tract  of  land 
in  the  state  of  Tennessee  consisting  of  about  323  acres,  worth 
$646.     Plaintiff  was  an  uneducated  man,  weak  in  mind  and 
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body,  his  condition  being  such  that  at  intervals  he  had  the 
appearance  of  being  confused  and  unable  to  comprehend  the 
relation  of  things.  He  was  a  simple-minded  man,  of  con- 
fiding disposition,  and  was  weak  in  mind  and  body,  as  stated, 
during  all  the  times  mentioned  in  the  findings.  October  5, 
1893,  while  plaintiff  and  Beebe  were  circumstanced,  and  the 
conditions  existed,  as  stated,  the  latter,  for  the  purpose  of 
inducing  the  former,  who  knew  nothing  of  the  facts,  to  trade 
the  Dane  county  property  for  the  Tennessee  property  and 
$200,  knowingly  and  falsely  represented  that  the  latter  was 
heavily  timbered,  valuable  for  farming,  and  worth  from  $15 
to  $20  per  acre.  Upon  the  faith  of  such  representations, 
and  not  otherwise,  plaintiff  agreed  to  make  the  exchange  as 
proposed  by  Beebe^  and  accordingly,  on  that  day,  proper 
instruments  were  duly  executed;  those  transferring  the  Dane 
county  property  to  Beebe  were  duly  delivered  and  properly 
recorded.  Thereafter  the  parties  together  visited  Tennes- 
see, and  there,  on  the  13th  day  of  October,  1894,  plaintiff 
still  having  no  personal  knowledge  of  Beebe^a  property,  but 
relying  on  his  representations  as  to  its  value  and  character, 
and  not  otherwise,  accepted  the  deed  thereof,  and  there- 
after caused  the  same  to  be  properly  recorded. 

The  representations  made  by  Beebe  as  stated  were  false, 
there  being  very  little  timber  on  the  land,  and  none  of  value, 
and  the  land  being  unfit  for  cultivation  and  not  worth  to 
exceed  two  dollars  per  acre.  Plaintiff  did  not  comprehend 
how  he  had  been  deceived  and  defrauded  by  Beebe  till 
shortly  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  and  upon 
his  understanding  the  situation  in  that  regard  he  demanded 
a  rescission  of  the  whole  transaction,  offering  at  the  sama 
time  to  fully  restore  Beebe  to  his  former  situation.  Beebe 
paid  the  incumbrances  on  the  Dane  county  land,  mortgaged 
the  farm  for  $3,000,  and  contracted  in  writing  to  sell  the 
same  to  defendant  Bohn  for  $6,000,  $500  of  which  was  paid 
down  and  the  balance  in  fifteen  years  absolutely,  the  net 
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receipts  of  the  farm,  in  the  meantime,  to  be  applied  annually 
on  the  purchase  money,  and  the  deferred  payments  to  bear 
interest  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent,  per  annum  payable  an- 
nually. Bohn  acted  in  good  faith,  without  notice  of  any 
wrong  to  plaintiflP  in  his  transaction  with  Beebe.  Beebe  re- 
ceived on  the  land  contract  before  this  action  was  com- 
menced, in  addition  to  the  down  payment  of  $500,  two 
instalments  of  interest  of  $330  each,  and  after  the  action 
was  commenced,  upon  a  third  instalment  of  interest  falling 
due,  BoKn  deposited  it  in  the  Deerfield  Bank  for  the  use  of 
whomsoever  the  court  in  the  action  should  decide  was  enti- 
tied  thereto. 

On  the  facts  above  stated  the  trial  court  decided  that 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  rescission  of  the  land  trade,  to 
have  all  the  instruments  made  to  effect  such  trade  adjudged 
void,  saving  only  the  rights  of  Bohn  and  the  mortgagee,  the 
judgment  to  be  so  framed  as  to  divest  and  revest  the  titles 
accordingly,  to  judgment  against  Beehe  i(yc  $1,093.55  worth 
of  personal  property  received  by  him  of  plaintiff  and  $1,160 
received  on  the  Bohn  contract,  less  $200  received  by  plaint- 
iff on  the  land  trade,  making  in  all  $2,053.55,  and  in  addi- 
tion thereto  interest  on  the  sums  mentioned  from  the  time 
Beehe  received  the  same,  and  to  judgment  awarding  plaintiff 
the  special  deposit  of  $330,  and  costs  against  Beehe.  The 
court  further  decided  that  Bohn  should  recover  costs  against 
Beehe.  Exceptions  were  filed  to  the  court's  findings  and 
conclusions.  Judgment  was  rendered  in  all  respects  accord- 
ing to  the  foregoing,  from  which  Beebe  appealed.    . 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  Bushnell  <&  Hall, 
and  oral  argument  hj  A.  R.  Bushnell  and  F.  W.  Hall. 

Geo.  W,  Bird  and  Henry  T.  Ames^  for  the  respondent  Menz. 

Herman  Pfund^  for  the  respondent  Bohn. 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  December  16,  1898: 

Marshall,  J.  There  is  no  question  of  law  presented  for 
consideration  in  this  case.    No  claim  is  made  but  that  the 
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findings  of  fact  support  the  conclusions  of  law,  and,  in  the 
main,  that  the  conclusions  of  law  support  the  judgment,  the 
only  contention  as  regards  the  last  proposition  being  that 
some  errors  were  made  in  the  accounting  between  appellant 
and  plaintiff,  and  that  costs  should  not  have  been  awarded 
to  Bohn  against  appellant.  From  this  statement  of  the  sit- 
uation it  will  be  seen  that  the  burden  of  appellant's  argu- 
ment is  to  show  that  the  trial  court  should  have  found  dif- 
ferently on  the  facts,  and  to  that  end  the  learned  counsel 
for  appellant  have,  at  great  labor,  prepared  and  presented 
here  a  printed  book  of  324  pages,  which  has  been  examined 
with  all  the  care  that  should  be  bestowed  upon  the  case  in 
order  to  properly  review  so  much  material  and  determine 
where  the  truth  lies,  without  being  able  to  discover  with 
clearness  wherein  the  learned  trial  court  erred  as  to  the 
facts. 

It  should  not  be  forgotten  that  this  court  does  not  try 
causes  de  novo  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term,  even  where 
they  were  tried  below  without  a  jury;  that  the  evidence  is 
not  examined  and  weighed  with  the  degree  of  exactness  re- 
quired in  trying  a  case  originally.  While  it  is  true  that  on 
an  appeal  in  an  equity  case,  or  one  tried  by  the  court  with- 
out a  jury,  the  evidence  is  to  be  examined  and  weighed, 
where  errors  are  properly  assigned  on  proper  exceptions,  at 
the  same  time  error  is  presumed  against,  and  the  findings 
cannot  be  disturbed  unless  clearly  against  the  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence.  Stunhilber  v.  ChrcweB^  97  "Wis.  515; 
Clausen  v.  Sale,  96  Wis.  100;  Mornsen  v.  Plamlcintonj  96 
Wis.  166;  Magee  v.  Miss.  R.  L.  Co,  95  Wis.  377.  It  seems 
a  work  of  supererogation  to  call  attention  to  a  rule  that  has 
so  long  been  given  the  significance  that  attends  its  reitera- 
tion in  opinions  filed  at  nearly  every  sitting  of  the  court  for 
many  years.  We  repeat  what  was  said  quite  recently, —  such 
rule  does  not  appear  to  be  appreciated  by  many  even  who 
are  learned  and  worthily  eminent  in  their  profession.  That 
great  earnestness  to  serve  clients,  and  long-continued  men- 
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tal  eflfort  to  see  a  proposition  in  a  particular  way,  should  bias 
the  mind  and  render  diflBcult  the  duty  of  facing  the  record 
as  it  is  and  seeing  things  from  the  standpoint  of  impartial- 
ity necessary  to  determine  with  some  degree  of  certainty 
the  probable  result  of  subjecting  the  record  to  the  test  of 
impartial  judicial  examination  under  the  rules  governing  it 
in  an  appellate  court,  is  most  natural.  To  do  that  it  must 
not  be  lost  sight  of  that  there  is  a  wide  range  between  clear 
preponderance  of  evidence  on  one  side  of  a  controversy  and 
preponderance  on  the  other;  that  it  is  so  wide  that  when 
all  fair  doubts  are  resolved  in  favor  of  the  facts  as  deter- 
mined by  the  trial  court,  necessarily  the  cases  are  few  where 
this  court  can  properly  disturb  such  determination. 

We  do  not  deem  it  advisable  to  quote  here  the  evidence 
from  the  record  which  influences  us  to  the  conclusion  we 
have  reached.  It  is  very  voluminous.  We  could  not  quote 
from  it  at  all  with  any  satisfaction  without  greatly  burden- 
ing the  opinion  with  matter  that  would  be  of  no  benefit  in 
future  cases.  To  our  minds  the  evidence  is  ample  to  sustain 
the  decision  of  the  learned  circuit  court,  that  plaintiff  was 
a  weak,  simple-minded  man;  that  ^^J<?  was  right  the  re- 
verse; that  he  secured  the  confidence  of  plaintiff  and  falsely 
represented  the  Tennessee  land  both  as  to  character  and 
value  in  order  to  secure  therefor,  from  plaintiff,  some  over 
$3,000  in  value  of  property,  for  property  worth  between 
$800  and  $900 ;  that  the  scheme,  without  fault  on  plaintiff's 
part,  succeeded,  and  that  plaintiff  commenced  this  action  to 
avoid  the  transaction  within  a  very  short  time  after  he  com- 
prehended the  fraud  that  had  been  perpetrated  upon  him. 
The  case  is  complete  on  the  facts  found,  and  the  evidence 
to  sustain  such  facts  appears  to  be  very  strong  and  con- 
vincing. 

It  is  contended  that  the  relief  granted  is  excessive,  but 
the  reason  assigned  for  such  contention  shows,  as  the  fact 
is,  that  the  decree  only  required  the  appellant  to  restore 
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what  he  obtained  from  plaintiff  so  far  as  it  was  in  his  power 
to  do  so,  and  to  respond  in  money  for  such  portion  of  -the 
property  obtained  from  plaintiff  as  he  was  unable  to  restore. 
The  title  to  the  Sun  Prairie  farm  was  revested  in  plaintiff 
subject  to  the  contract  with  Bohn^  and  appellant  was  re- 
quired to  pay  to  plaintiff  the  sums  he  had  received  on  such 
contract  with  interest.    He  was  also  required  to  restore  the 
personal  property  by  paying  to  plaintiff  the  value  of  it  at 
the  time  the  trade  was  made,  less  the  $200  plaintiff  then 
received,  with  interest.    No  account  was  made  of  interest 
and  taxes  paid  by  Beehe  on  the  one  side,  or  the  use  of  the 
Dane  county  land  on  the  other,  which  fairly  offset  each 
other.    That  appears  to  be  in  exact  accordance  with  the  re- 
peated decisions  of  this  court  heretofore  made,  as  is  well  said 
by  counsel  for  respondent.     Cole  v.  Getzmger^  96  Wis.  559; 
Swihart  v.  Sa/rless^  93  Wis.  211 ;  Porter  v.  Beattie^  88  Wis. 
22.     The  rule  is  elementary  that  a  court  of  equity,  having 
jurisdiction  to  rescind  a  sale  of  property  on  the  ground  of 
fraud,  and  to  restore  the  parties  to  their  former  situation, 
may,  where  such  restitution  cannot  be  accomplished  by  rea- 
son of  the  defendant's  conduct,  so  shape  the  decree  as  to 
require  him  to  make  compensation  in  money  in  lieu  thereof, 
and  that  compensation  may  reach  so  far  as  to  include  the 
value  of  all  property  that  cannot  be  restored,  or  that  which 
the  wrongdoer  may  have  received  therefor,  with  interest. 
If  it  appears  that  he  received  more  for  the  property  than  it 
was  worth  when  obtained  by  him  from  the  injured  party, 
the  whole  amount  must  yet  be  considered  as  belonging  to 
the  injured  party.    The  wrongdoer  cannot  rightfully  obtain 
any  benefit  from  his  wrongful  conduct.    Milwaukee  Co.  v. 
Hackett,  21  Wis.  613. 

The  transaction  in  this  case  having  been  rescinded,  the 
wrongdoer  immediately  became  a  trustee  for  plaintiff  of  all 
of  the  property  the  latter  conveyed  to  the  former,  and  lia- 
ble to  account  therefor  in  specie  so  far  as  possible,  and  for 
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the  proceeds  of  such  as  had  been  disposed  of  in  the  mean- 
time, or  the  reasonable  value  of  such  property  if  placed  be- 
yond the  reach  for  less  than  its  fair  market  value.  And  in 
addition  interest  may  properly  be  added.  The  judgment 
in  this  case  was  framed  on  the  lines  indicated,  and  is  right, 
tested  by  principles  so  well  established  as  not  to  require  ex- 
tended discussion  to  show  either  their  existence  or  their  ap- 
plicability to  the  facts. 

On  the  subject  of  whether  the  trial  court  was  right  in 
rendering  judgment  for  costs  against  appellant  in  favor  of 
Bohn^  the  former  must  prevail.  True,  costs  may  be  allowed 
in  a  case  like  this  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  (Stats.  1898, 
sec.  2918),  but,  as  said  in  Spengler  v,  Halm^  95  Wis.  472,  the 
discretion  mentioned  means  something  more  than  mere  ar- 
bitrary judicial  will.  In  some  way  it  must  appear  that  the 
person  awarded  costs  has  been  called  into  court,  or  put  to 
expense,  or  prejudiced  in  the  action  by  the  act  of  another 
against  whom  the  costs  are  awarded,  else  there  is  nothing 
for  the  discretionary  power  of  the  court  to  act  upon  in  say- 
ing that  such  other  shall  thus  respond  to  such  person.  Ap- 
pellant did  not  cite  Bohn,  to  appear  in  court  or  make  any 
claim  in  the  action  adverse  to  him.  On  the  contrary,  the 
position  of  one  was  identical  with  that  of  the  other  so  far 
as  BohfC%  rights  were  concerned.  It  was  plaintiff  who  cited 
Bohn  to  appear,  and  on  a  charge  that  he  was  a  participant 
in  Beeb^a  fraud.  That  Bohn  denied.  The  charge  made  by 
plaintiff  and  the  denial  by  Bohn  was  the  issue  for  trial  be- 
tween them.  On  that  issue  Bohn  prevailed,  and  he  was 
clearly  entitled  to  costs  against  plaintiff  as  a  result,  not 
against  Beebe. 

The  result  of  the  foregoing  is  that  appellant  must  prevail 
as  to  defendant  Bohn,  but  not  otherwise.  The  charge  for 
printing  justly  chargeable  to  that  branch  of  the  appeal,  and 
recoverable  by  appellant  against  Bohn  in  this  court,  is  fixed 
at  $15.    The  judgment  appealed  from  as  to  Mem  is  affirmed, 
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but  as  to  costs  in  favor  of  Bohn  it  is  reversed.    Full  costs 
are  allowed  to  respondent  M&m  against  appellant,  and  the 
latter  is  allowed  attorney's  fees  and  $15  for  printing  against 
respondent  Bohn, 
By  the  Court, —  So  ordered. 

Upon  a  motion  by  the  appellant  for  a  rehearing  there  was 
a  brief  for  the  appellant  by  O,  S,  Mwrtm  and  BvshneU  <& 
SaUj  and  a  brief  for  the  respondent  Mem  by  Mylrea  cfe 
Bird^  counseL 

The  following  opinion  was  filed  March  14, 1899 : 

Marshall,  J.  A  motion  for  a  rehearing,  made  by  counsel 
for  appellant,  has  been  considered  with  the  following  result: 

The  trial  court  charged  Beebe  with  $1,093.55  for  personal 
property  obtained  by  him  from  respondent,  and  sums  of 
principal  and  interest  received  on  the  Bolin  contract,  mak- 
ing in  all  $2,253.55,  and  deducted  therefrom  $200  paid  by 
Beehe  to  respondent  at  the  time  of  the  trade,  leaving  a  bal- 
ance due  the  latter  on  the  accounting,  of  $2,053.55.  On  that, 
the  court  said  interest  should  be  computed  in  respondent's 
favor  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent,  per  annum  as  follows:  On 
$1,093.55  from  October  5, 1893;  on  $500  from  October  8, 
1894;  on  $330  from  October  8,  1895;  and  on  $330  from 
October  8, 1896.  The  several  items  aggregated  $2,253.55. 
The  court  evidently  forgot  to  deduct  the  $200  from  the 
$1,093.55,  which  resulted  in  wrongfully  charging  Beehe  with 
interest  on  $200  from  October  5,  1893,  to  the  date  of  the 
judgment,  the  error  being  $50.36.  That  error  would  have 
been  corrected  by  the  trial  court  if  attention  had  been  called 
to  it.  No  appeal  for  that  purpose  was  necessary.  The  sub- 
ject not  having  been  called  to  the  attention  of  the  lower 
court  before  the  appeal  was  taken,  but  raised  for  the  first 
time,  as  it  appears,  in  this  court,  it  cannot  count  in  appel- 
lant's favor  sufficiently  to  entHle  him  to  costs.     ^Y^nAros%  v^ 
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McKiUop^  98  Wis.  525.  A  reversal  is  not  necessary  to  cor- 
rect that  error  now.  The  judgment  here  may  be  modified 
to  the  extent  of  $50.36,  and  aflBrmed  as  modified,  under  the 
express  language  of  sec.  3071,  Stats.  1898.  In  making  the 
suggestion  in  Windrosa  v.  McKiUoj^^  that  a  reversal  is  neces- 
sary in  such  a  case,  referring  to  Supreme  Court  Rule  XXXII, 
we  all  overlooked  the  fact  that  such  rule,  as  indicated  by  the 
decisions  cited  thereto,  applies  only  to  cases  where  a  new 
trial  below,  or  some  proceedings  there,  are  necessary.  The 
error  in  the  interest  was  not  specifically  excepted  to,  nor 
was  error  clearly  assigned  therefor,  nor  was  any  mention  of 
it  made  in  the  original  brief  filed  by  appellant's  counsel.  It 
was  mentioned  in  the  reply  brief,  but  in  taking  up  and  con- 
sidering, point  by  point,  the  errors  insisted  upon  in  the  prin- 
cipal argument,  it  was  not  reached. 

It  is  urged  upon  us  a  second  time  that  in  the  accounting 
appellant  was  wrongfully  charged  with  the  whole  amount 
of  interest  received  by  him  on  the  Bohn  contract,  when  the 
charge,  equitably,  should  have  been  reduced  by  the  amount 
paid  for  interest  on  the  $3,000  mortgage,  which  really  rep- 
resented the  incumbrance  on  the  property  when  Beehe  ob- 
tained it  from  Menz.  What  was  said  in  the  former  opinion 
as  to  the  use  of  the  property  offsetting  interest,  had  no  ref- 
erence to  this,  but  to  what  occurred  before  the  making  of 
the  Bohn  contract.  But  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  record 
that  Beebe  paid  any  interest  on  the  $3,000  after  the  date  of 
the  Bohn  contract.  If  appellant  had  produced  such  proof, 
doubtless  the  credit  would  have  been  given.  The  attitude 
of  counsel,  it  would  seem,  upon  discovering  the  difficulty, 
should  have  been  that  of  a  suppliant  for  the  favor  of  the 
court,  to  be  allowed  to  remedy  the  mistake  in  failing  to 
make  proof  of  payment  of  the  interest,  not  that  of  a  de- 
mandant for  the  correction  of  an  error  in  that  the  court 
below  did  not  grant  the  credit  to  the  appellant  without  any 
proof  to  base  such  credit  upon.    We  cannot  disturb  the  judg- 
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ment  for  error  in  not  allowing  appellant  credit  for  interest, 
which,  for  aught  that  appears  by  the  record,  has  not  been 
paid. 

The  result  is  that  the  judgment  and  mandate  heretofore 
entered  in  this  court  must  be  modified  so  as  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: The  judgment  appealed  from  is  modified  by  deduct- 
ing therefrom  $50.36,  and  is  affirmed  as  modified.  No  change 
will  be  made  in  the  judgment  for  costs  heretofore  taxed  in 
this  court,  and  no  costs  will  be  allowed  on  the  motion  for  a 
rehearing,  which  motion  must  be  denied. 

By  the  Court. —  It  is  so  ordered. 


Stubbings,  Respondent,  vs.   O'Connor  and  others,  Appel- 
lants. 

February  t^March  I4, 1899. 

(1)  Partnenihip:  Dissolution  by  death  of  active  partner:  Continuance 
of  business  by  administrators:  Liability  of  dormant  partner  for 
losses,    (2)  Interest 

t  The  partnership  relation  existing  between  a  dormant  partner  and 
the  ostensible  proprietor  of  a  business,  under  an  agreement  treat- 
ing the  property  as  belonging  to  the  latter  and  providing  that  he 
should  repay  the  amount  which  the  former  had  invested  in  the 
business,  with  interest  and  a  share  of  the  net  profits,  was  dissolved 
by  the  death  of  the  active  partner,  in  whose  possession  all  the  part- 
nership assets  then  were;  and  the  business  was  thereafter  carried 
on  by  his  administrators  in  the  name  of  the  estate,  with  the  knowl- 
edge and  consent  of  the  former  dormant  partner,  who  did  not  take 
possession  or  control  as  survivor  or  constitute  said  administrators 
his  agents  to  continue  the  business.  Afterwards  said  dormant 
partner  brought  suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  which  had  been  given 
to  him  by  the  active  partner  to  secure  the  repayment  of  the  amount 
invested  by  the  dormant  partner  in  the  business.  Held,  that  in 
such  action  the  dormant  partner  was  not  chargeable  with  any  part 
of  the  losses  incurred  in  the  business  after  the  dissolution. 
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2;  Where,  pursuant  to  an  option  given  him,  the  holder  of  a  note  has, 
before  its  maturity,  declared  the  whole  amount  thereof  to  be  due 
and  payable,  interest  coupons  subsequently  maturing  will  not  bear 
interest,  in  the  absence  of  a  clearly  expressed  written  agreement 
to  that  effect. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Oneida 
county:  Ch as.  M.  Webb,  Judge.  Affirmed  m jpart;  reversed 
inpa/rt 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Bycm^  Hurley  cfe 
JoneSy  and  oral  argument  by  T.  C.  Ityan. 

John  BwmeSy  for  the  respondent. 

Cassodat,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  to  foreclose  a  note  and 
mortgage  upon  real  estate  given  by  John  O'Connor,  now^ 
deceased,  and  the  defendant,  Arm  0^  Connor^  his  wife,  to  the 
plaintiff,  April  10,  1889.  The  following  facts  appear  in  the 
record,  and  are  undisputed  or  found  by  the  court: 

Prior  to  August  8,  1888,  the  plaintiff  (who  then,  and  has 
ever  since,  resided  at  Chicago)  owned  a  stock  of  goods  at 
Marinesco,  Michigan.  John  O'Connor  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment in  writing,  wherein  and  whereby  the  plaintiff  agreed, 
in  effect,  to  furnish  to  John  O'Connor  such  sums  of  monev 
as  might  be  agreed  upon  between  them,  for  the  purpose  of 
opening  a  general  store  at  Eagle  Eiver,  and  he  was  to  receive 
for  the  same  interest  thereon  at  ten  per  cent,  per  annum  for 
the  time  such  moneys  were  in  the  business,  payable  semi- 
annually. John  O'Connor  was  to  give  security  for  all  moneys 
so  advanced.  Interest  was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  business, 
and  also  the  expenses  of  running  the  store,  after  which  the 
profits  were  to  be  equally  divided  between  the  plaintiff  and 
John  O'Connor  on  the  first  day  of  January  and  July  of  each 
year.  Thereupon  the  plaintiff's  stock  of  goods  at  Marinesco 
was  taken  to  Eagle  Eiver,  where  John  O'Connor  resided,  and 
put  into  such  general  store  at  that  place,  in  the  name  of  John 

O'Connor,  but,  it  would  seem,  without  any  agreement  as  to 
Vol.  103—23 
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the  amount  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  allowed  for  such 
stock,  except  that  the  same  should  be  put  in  at  cost  price; 
and  so  it  happened  that  a  controversy  arose  between  the 
plaintiff  and  John  O'Connor  in  respect  to  the  amount  to  be 
allowed  for  such  goods.  During  the  winter  of  1888-89  the 
plaintiff  was  engaged  in  logging  operations  in  the  vicinity 
of  Eagle  River,  and  his  jobbers  purchased  at  the  store  in 
Eagle  Eiver  goods  to  an  amount  exceeding  $5,000,  the  pay- 
ment of  which  was  guaranteed  by  the  plaintiff.  The  plaint- 
iff asserted  that  the  prices  charged  him  on  account  of  the 
goods  were  unreasonably  high,  which  John  O'Connor  de- 
nied ;  and  the  latter  claimed  that  the  price  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff  for  the  Marinesco  stock  was  more  than  should  be 
paid  therefor.  The  matters  in  dispute  were  finally  adjusted 
and  settled  by  the  parties  thereto,  without  any  fraud,  con- 
cealment, or  mistake  having  been  practiced  by  or  upon  either 
of  the  parties ;  and  it  was  further  mutually  agreed  that  the 
plaintiff  should  pay  in  full  the  accounts  at  the  store  which 
he  had  guaranteed,  and  that  he  should  throw  off  $100  from 
the  price  claimed  for  the  Marinesco  stock,  and  that  he  should 
receive  credit  for  such  stock  to  the  amount  of  $4,235.60  on 
account  of  the  same,  and  which  sum  was  the  agreed  value 
of  the  stock. 

The  parties  had  a  full  and  fair  settlement  of  their  part- 
nership transactions  and  dealings  April  10,  1889,  and  it  was 
found  and  agreed  by  them  on  that  date  that  the  plaintiff 
had  made  advances  to  John  O'Connor  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  on  the  business,  which,  with  interest  thereon,  to- 
gether with  the  agreed  value  of  the  Marinesco  stock  and  in- 
terest thereon,  amounted  in  the  aggregate  to  $19,576.43; 
that  the  accounts  at  the  store  so  guaranteed  by  the  plaint- 
iff amounted  in  the  aggregate  to  $5,085.63;  and  hence  that 
the  net  balance  invested  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  business 
amounted  to  $14,490.80.  Upon  such  settlement  the  plaint- 
iff and  John  O'Connor  entered  into  an  agreement  in  writ- 
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ing,  dated  April  10, 1889,  and  signed  by  them,  respectively, 
wherein  it  was  recited  that  John  O'Connor  was  then,  and 
for  some  time  prior  thereto  had  been,  engaged  in  carrying 
on  a  general  merchandise  business  in  Eagle  River,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  had  theretofore  loaned  to  him  $14,611.50,  which 
he  therein  agreed  to  allow  to  remain  with  John  O'Connor 
for  a  period  of  five  years  from  May  1, 1889;  that  therefore, 
and  in  consideration  of  the  above,  John  O'Connor  cove- 
nanted and  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  pay  to  him  interest 
at  ten  per  cent,  per  annum  on  $14,611.50,  evidenced  by  a 
note  of  even  date,  and  also  one  half  of  the  net  profits  aris- 
ing from  the  business  conducted  by  John  O'Connor, —  the 
net  profits  to  include  all  the  proceeds  arising  from  the  busi- 
ness, after  deducting  all  current  expenses,  including  rent  of 
store  and  clerk  hire;  that  John  O'Connor  thereby  agreed 
to  keep  a  true  and  correct  set  of  books,  showing  all  the  ac- 
counts and  transactions  of  the  business,  which  books  should 
be  open  at  all  times  for  the  inspection  of  the  plaintiff;  that 
such  agreement  should  bind  the.  parties  thereto,  their  heirs 
and  assigns;  that  during  the  term  of  five  years  the  stock  of 
goods  in  such  business  should  not  be  sold  out  in  bulk  with- 
out the  consent  of  both  parties  thereto. 

On  the  same  day,  and  as  a  part  of  the  same  transaction, 
John  and  Ann  OWonnor,  his  wife,  executed  and  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff  their  promissory  note  in  writing,  payable 
five  years  after  date,  for  $14,611.56,  with  interest  at  ten  per 
cent,  per  annum,  and  at  the  same  time  gave  him  five  cou- 
pon notes,  each  for  the  amount  of  such  annual  interest,  and 
due  in  one,  two,  three,  four,  and  five  years,  respectively,  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  the  payment  of  the  annual  instal- 
ments of  interest  on  the  principal  note  as  the  same  might 
become  due.  As  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  such 
six  several  notes,  John  O'Connor  and  wife  made  and  exe- 
cuted the  mortgage  in  question  upon  the  real  estate  de- 
scribed.   It  was  further  stipulated  and  provided  in  and  by 


356  SUPREME  COUET  OF  WISCONSIN".         [102 

Stubbings  vs.  O'Connor  and  others. 

the  notes  and  mortgage  that  in  case  default  was  made  in 
the  payment  of  such  notes,  or  of  any  interest  due  thereon, 
or  any  part  thereof,  at  the  times  specified  therein,  the  whole 
amount  of  principal  and  interest  thereon  would  become  due 
and  payable  immediately,  at  the  option  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  mortgage  was  duly  recorded  April  11,  1889.  It  was 
the  purpose  and  intention  of  the  parties  that  John  O'Con- 
nor should  assume  all  the  partnership  debts  April  10, 1889, 
and  become  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  entire  amount  of 
moneys  furnished  by  him  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
the  business.  The  plaintiff  did  not  furnish  any  money  or 
means  to  carry  on  the  business  after  April  10, 1889. 

John  O'Connor  died  July  4, 1889.  Immediately  after  his 
death  his  widow  and  children  opened  the  store  and  com- 
menced to  sell  goods  and  carry  on  the  trade  in  the  usual 
manner.  The  care  and  conduct  of  the  business  wfere  under 
the  immediate  supervision  of  nis  son  George  E,  OWonnoTy 
with  the  apparent  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  other  heirs. 
Goods  were  bought  for  the  .continuance  of  the  business,  im- 
mediately after  the  death  of  John  O'Connor,  by  George^  in 
the  name  of  the  estate,  and  several  of  the  heirs  were  em- 
ployed in  carrying  on  the  business.  The  defendants  George 
and  Ann  OWomior  applied  for  letters  of  administration  of 
the  estate,  and  were  duly  appointed  as  such  administrators 
in  September,  1889,  and  inventoried  the  stock  and  accounts 
due  on  account  of  the  business  as  part  of  the  estate;  and 
thereafter  the  business  was,  with  the  knowledge  and  consent 
of  the  other  heirs,  carried  on  in  the  name  of  George^  as  ad- 
ministrator of  the  estate,  by  George  and  Ann  0'^  Connor. 
George  continued  to  sell  the  stock  on  hand  at  the  death  of 
his  father,  and  to  replenish  it  with  other  stock,  and  to  use 
moneys  received  from  real  estate  and  rents,  as  administra- 
tor, for  the  purposes  of  carrying  on  the  business,  until  Sep- 
tember, 1891,  when  the  business  became  hopelessly  insolvent. 

The  plaintiff  did  not  visit  Eagle  River,  nor  have  any  cor- 
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respondence  relative  to  the  business  with  the  heirs,  until 
July  31, 1889.  He  did  not  then  or  thereafter  assert  any 
claim  to  the  property  as  surviving  partner,  and  did  not 
undertake  to  assume  any  control  over  the  property.  The 
plaintiff  took  no  part  in  the  management  of  the  business,  and 
exercised  no  control  over  the  same,  and  made  no  advances 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  it  on,  after  the  death  of  John 
O'Connor.  In  the  latter  part  of  July,  1889,  the  plaintiff 
expressed  to  a  son-in-law  of  John  O'Connor,  as  his  opinion, 
that  it  would  be  best  for  all  concerned  to  continue  the  store 
business,  and  July  31,  1889,  he  had  a  conversation  with 
George  to  the  same  effect,  and  thereafter  the  store  business 
was  so  conducted  and  carried  on  with  his  knowledge  and 
approval. 

On  July  17, 1890,  the  administrators  paid  on  the  notes 
and  mortgage  $1,000,  to  be  credited  upon  interest  due  and 
payable  at  that  date.  On  July  15, 1891,  the  plaintiff  duly 
exercised  his  option  to  declare  the  whole  sum  secured  by 
the  notes  and  mortgage  due  and  payable,  and  did  declare 
the  same  due  and  payable,  and  duly  served  notice  of  such 
option  upon  the  defendants  herein. 

This  action  was  commenced  August  28, 1891,  against  the 
administrators  alone.  On  or  about  November  18,  1891,  the 
summons  and  complaint  were  amended  by  adding  the  heirs 
at  law  of  John  O'Connor.  On  the  same  day  the  amended 
complaint  and  notice  of  lis  pendens  were,  respectively,  filed. 
On  or  about  November  12,  1891,  the  administrators  an- 
swered as  such.  After  the  summons  and  complaint  were  so 
amended,  they  answered  the  same  as  heirs  at  law.  They 
answered,  by  way  of  counterclaims,  some  of  the  facts  stated, 
including  the  agreements  of  August  8,  1888,  and  April  10, 
1889,  inentioned,  and,  among  other  things,  that  between 
August  8,  1888,  and  April  10,  1889,  the  plaintiff  had  put 
into  the  business  $13,650.43,  besides  the  Marinesco  stock, 
and  had  drawn  out,  in  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  at 
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cost  prices,  $5,085.83;  that  the  Marinesco  stock  was  put  in 
at  $4,145.60,  whereas  it  was  only  of  the  value  of  $1,000  i 
that  April  10, 1889,  it  was  agreed  between  John  O'Connor 
and  the  plaintiff  that  the  former  should  assume  the  entire 
debts  of  the  firm  to  the  plaintiff,  and  give  his  note  and 
mortgage  therefor,  as  stated ;  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  and 
falsely  represented  to  John  O'Connor  the  amount  due  to 
him  from  the  firm,  and  the  same  were  relied  upon  by  him, 
and  in  that  way  the  plaintiff  procured  the  note  and  mort- 
gage; that  the  plaintiff  claimed  for  moneys  advanced 
$1,084.54  too  much;  that  he  failed  to  deduct  the  $5,085.83 
mentioned;  that  during  the  time  the  firm  was  engaged  in 
business,  its  net  losses  amounted  to  $5,100,  consisting  in 
part  in  bad  accounts,  and  the  remainder  in  overcharges  on 
the  Marinesco  stock,  and  other  overcharges;  that  upon  the 
death  of  John  O'Connor,  July  4, 1889,  the  plaintiff,  as  mat- 
ter of  law,  became  possessed  of  all  the  stock  of  goods,  book 
accounts,  moneys,  and  fixtures  of  the  firm,  as  surviving 
partner  thereof;  that  the  firm  assets  at  that  time  were 
$17,162.75,  and  the  firm  debts  $3,352.53,  and  that  the  plaint- 
iff, as  such  surviving  partner,  was  bound  to  account  for  the 
balance  of  $13,810.22.  The  answer  further  alleged  that 
George  remained  in  the  store  as  a  mere  clerk  and  agent  of 
the  plaintiff;  that  the  plaintiff  was  also  accountable  for  rent 
of  the  buildings  at  the  rate  of  $60  per  month.  And  the 
answer-  prayed  that  such  several  counterclaims  and  offsets 
be  allowed  against  the  plaintiff's  note  and  mortgage. 

The  plaintiff  replied  to  such  counterclaims,  and  put  the 
same  in  issue. 

On  the  trial  of  such  issues  the  court  found,  in  addition  to 
the  facts  stated,  that  through  some  error  or  oversight  there 
was  included  in  the  notes  and  mortgage  of  April  10,  1889, 
$84.54  in  excess  of  the  amount  actually  found  due  from 
John  O'Connor  to  the  plaintiff  in  such  settlement,  and  that 
that  sum  should  be  credited  on  the  notes  and  mortgage  as  of 
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April  10,  1889;  tha,t  the  Marinesco  stock  was  a  second-hand 
stock,  and  was  not  adapted  to  the  trade  in  Eagle  Eiver,  and 
not  worth  to  exceed  $1,800;  that  the  loss  to  the  firm  on 
such  deal  amounted  to  $2,435.60,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
equitably  chargeable  with  one  half  of  such  loss,  amounting 
to  $1,217.85,  and  that  amount  should  be  deducted  from  the 
note  and  mortgage  as  of  April  10, 1889 ;  that  between  April 
10, 1889,  and  July  4, 1889,  the  plaintiff  purchased  goods  out  of 
the  store  to  the  amount  and  value  of  $688.85,  and  that  sum, 
with  interest  thereon  from  July  4, 1889,  was  a  valid  counter- 
•claim  against  the  plaintiff;  that  neither  Georgenov  Ann  0^  Con- 
nor carried  on  the  business,  after  the  death  of  John  O'Connor, 
as  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
carry  on  the  business,  either  personally  or  through  the  in- 
strumentality of  agents,  after  such  death ;  that  the  defend- 
ants have  failed  to  prove  or  establish  the  allegations  of  any 
of  the  counterclaims  set  up  in  any  of  the  answers  interposed, 
except  as  so  found ;  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover 
$100  solicitor's  fees,  as  provided  in  the  note,  in  addition  to 
the  taxable  costs,  which  sum  was  found  to  be  a  reasonable 
amount. 

And  as  conclusions  of  law  the  court  found,  in  effect,  that 
there  should  be  deducted  from  the  note  and  mortgage,  as 
of  April  10,  1889,  the  $84.54  mentioned,  also  the  $1,217.80 
mentioned,  also  $688.85  with  interest  thereon  at  six  per 
cent,  from  July  4, 1889,— making  in  all  $962.77;  also,  $1,000 
paid  July  17,  1890,  to  be  credited  as  of  that  date;  that,  ex- 
cept as  found,  none  of  the  counterclaims  or  defenses  set  up 
in  the  answers  herein  have  been  established  for  the  purpose 
of  defense,  setoff,  ox  counterclaim ;  that  there  was  due  and 
owing  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  notes  and  mortgage  the  princi- 
pal sum  of  $13,309.22,  with  interest  thereon  from  April  10, 
1889,  to  February  20,  1896,  at  ten  per  cent.,  making  for 
principal  and  interest  $22,429.73 ;  that  there  was  due  the 
plaintiff,  for  interest  on  the  coupon  notes  given  to  secure 
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payment  of  interest  the  following  amounts:  On  the  note 
maturing  April  10,  1890,  $116.29;  on  the  note  maturing 
April  10,  1891,  $387.50;  on  the  note  maturing  April  10, 
1892,  $307.65;  on  the  note  maturing  April  10, 1893,  $227.80; 
ou  the  note  maturing  April  10,  1894,  $147.95, —  making  in 
all  for  interest  on  coupon  notes  $1,187.19,  which,  with  the 
principal  and  interest,  amounts  to  $23,616.92;  that  there 
was  to  be  deducted  from  that  amount  the  sum  of  $1,000 
paid  July  17,  1890,  and  $962.77  due  from  the  plaintiff  on 
the  account  to  the  defendants,  leaving  the  net  balance  due 
to  the  plaintiff  $21,654.15,  over  and  above  all  payments, 
setoffs,  and  counterclaims,  together  with  $100  solicitor's 
fees,  and  the  taxable  costs  and  disbursements  of  this  action. 
The  usual  judgment  of  foreclosure  and  sale  was  ordered  to 
be  entered  thereon. 

From  the  judgment  entered  thereon  accordingly,  and  the 
whole  thereof,  the  defendants  bring  this  appeal. 

This  court  was  required  to  construe  the  agreements  of 
August  8, 1888,  and  April  10, 1889,  in  SpavMing  v,  Stulbings^ 
86  Wis.  255.  It  was  there  held  that  Wilson  H.  Stuhbings — the 
plaintiff  in  this  action  —  and  John  O'Connor,  deceased,  were 
by  virtue  of  such  agreements  copartners,  not  only  as  to  cred- 
itors, but  also  as  between  themselves.  Although  such  part- 
ner, yet,  as  the  business  was  conducted  wholly  in  the  name  of 
John  O'Connor,  Stubbings  was  what  is  known  in  law  as  a  "  se- 
cret "  or  "  dormant  "  partner.  Benjamin  v.  Covert^  47  Wis. 
382,  and  cases  there  cited.  As  John  O'Connor  was  the  osten- 
sible proprietor  of  the  business,  he  was,  as  has  been  held  by 
this  court,  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute,  to  the  extent  that  he  might  have  sued  upon  a 
partnership  demand  of  the  firm  without  joining  his  dormant 
partner.  K.  S.  1878,  sec.  2607;  Piatt  v.  Iron  Ecch,  Banhy  83 
Wis.  358. 

Such  were  the  relations  of  the  two  partners  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  John  O'Connor.    That  death  of  itself  dis- 
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solved  the  firm  for  all  purposes.  The  reason  is  that  a  sur- 
viving partner  is  not  to  be  bound  by  the  acts  of  agents  not 
of  his  own  choosing,  as  the  representatives  of  the  deceased 
partner  would  be.  This  being  the  reason,  it  is  equally  ap- 
plicable where  the  duration  of  the  partnership  is,  by  an 
agreement,  for  a  fixed  period,  as  it  would  be  where  the 
duration  is  indefinite.  2  Bates,  Partnership,  §  580,  and  cases 
there  cited.  Upon  such  death  of  John  O'Connor,  the  plaint- 
iff, as  such  surviving  partner,  was  undoubtedly  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  assets  of  the  firm  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  the  debts  and  settling  the  partnership  business^ 
Shield%  V.  Fuller,  4  Wis.  102;  Eoys  v,  Vilas,  18  Wis.  169. 
But  as  such  surviving  partner  he  would  have  had  no  right 
to  mix  the  assets  of  the  firm  with  his  own  and  continue  the 
business  the  same  as  though  there  had  been  no  such  disso- 
lution.   Jennings*  AdrrCrs  'c.  Chandler,  10  Wis.  21. 

But  here  John  O'Connor,  as  such  ostensible  proprietor, 
was  in  the  actual  possession  of  all  the  partnership  assets  up 
to  the  time  of  his  death ;  and  the  plaintiff,  as  such  surviving 
partner,  did  not  take,  nor  assume  to  take,  actual  possession 
of  any  part  of  such  assets.  On  the  contrary,  the  plaintiff 
manifestly  relied  upon  the  notes  of  April  10,  1889,  secured 
by  mortgage  upon  real  estate,  for  the  repayment  of  the 
moneys  so  advanced  by  him,  and  interest,  as  agreed.  In 
fact,  the  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  John  O'Con- 
nor, of  the  same  date,  treats  the  goods  and  mercjiandise,  the 
corpus  of  the  partnership  assets,  as  the  property  of  John 
O'Connor,  and  secures  to  the  plaintiff  only  "  the  net  profits 
arising  from  the  .  .  .  business,"  with  certain  restric- 
tions on  John  O'Connor  as  to  the  manner  of  conducting  the 
business  and  keeping  the  books,  and  providing  that  the 
stock  should  "  not  be  sold  out  in  bulk  without  the  consent 
of  both  parties  thereto."  Bartlett  v.  Jones,  2  Strob.  471 ; 
S.  a  49  Am.  Dec.  606;  Blanchardv.  Coolidc/e,22  Pick.  155; 
Howe  V,  Howe,  99  Mass.  73. 
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In  harmony  with  the  spirit  of  that  agreement,  the  widow 
and  children  of  John  O'Connor,  immediately  upon  his  death, 
opened  the  store,  and  continued  the  business  in  the  name  of 
the  estate,  under  the  supervision  of  George  E.  0^  Connor^  the 
same  as  before  such  death  —  bought  new  goods  and  mixed 
them  with  the  old  goods,  and  sold  indiscriminatingly, —  not 
only  for  years  after  the  widow  and  George  were  appointed 
administrators  of  the  estate,  but  during  the  few  weeks  inter- 
vening between  such  death  and  such  appointment;  and  from 
July  31,  1889,  such  business  was  so  conducted  with  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  the  plaintiff.  Under  the  repeated 
rulings  of  this  court,  it  is  very  manifest  that  upon  the  death 
of  John  O'Connor,  intestate,  his  right,  title,  and  interest  in 
the  property  and  business  in  question  did  not  descend  to  his 
heirs,  but  became  vested  in  his  administrators,  immediately 
upon  their  appointment;  and  such  vesting  related  back  to 
the  time  of  such  death.  Melm^  v.  Pfister^  59  Wis.  192,  and 
cases  there  cited;  MiUer  v.  Tracy ^  86  Wis.  333;  Meyer  v. 
Garthwaite,  92  Wis.  575 ;  HaU  v.  Hall,  98  Wis.  199.  The 
result  is  that  the  widow  and  heirs  at  law,  as  such,  had  no 
legal  right  to  the  property.  Their  continuance  of  the  busi- 
ness and  the  purchase  and  sale  of  goods,  as  mentioned,  can 
only  be  justified  under  the  authority  of  George  and  his 
mother  as  administrators.  There  is  no  pretense  that  they 
ever  entered  into  any  contract  of  partnership  with  the  plaint- 
iff. There  is  no  ground  for  holding  that  upon  the  deatt  of 
John  O'Connor  the  plaintiff  continued  or  assumed  to  con- 
tinue the  business  for  a  day  or  at  all, —  much  less  that  the 
defendants,  or  any  of  them,  ever  acted  as  the  agent  or  agents 
of  the  plaintiff  in  conducting  such  business.  We  must  hold 
that  after  the  death  of  John  O'Connor  the  business  was  con- 
ducted by  the  administrators  alone  for  the  benefit  of  the 
estate.  The  views  thus  expressed  dispose  of  a  number  of 
questions  urged  by  the  defendants. 

The  court  allowed  two  claims  of  the  defendants,  reducing 
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the  amount  of  the  note  and  mortgage  at  the  time  they  were 
given  to  $13,309.22.  Of  coarse,  that  reduced  the  amount  of 
each  of  the  five  coupon  notes  correspondingly.  The  court 
allowed  the  counterclaim  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff  prior  to  the  death  of  John  O'Connor,  with  interest, 
which  amounted  at  the  time  of  making  the  findings  to 
$962.77.  The  court  also  allowed  the  payment  of  $1,000 
made  July  17,  1890,  to  be  applied  on  the  first  coupon  note 
as  of  that  date,  and  also  allowed  $116.29  as  accrued  interest 
on  that  note,  and  also  allowed  $387.50  as  accrued  interest  on 
the  coupon  note  falling  due  April  10, 1891.  Those  two  cou- 
pon notes  fell  due  prior  to  July  15,  1891,  when  the  plaintiff 
exercised  his  option  and  declared  the  whole  amount  secured 
by  the  notes  and  mortgages  as  due  and  payable.  By  virtue 
of  declaring  such  option  the  whole  amount  became  due  and 
payable;  and  we  perceive  no  rule  of  law  authorizing  interest 
upon  interest  which  subsequently  matured,  and  which,  ac- 
cording to  the  findings,  amounted  at  that  time,  in  the  aggre- 
gate, to  $683.40.  The  statute  declares  that,  in  the  computation 
of  interest  upon  any  note,  "  interest  shall  not  be  compounded, 
nor  shall  the  interest  thereon  be  construed  to  bear  interest, 
unless  an  agreement  to  that  effect  is  clearly  expressed  in 
writing  and  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith." 
R  S.  1878,  sec.  1689.  This  court  has  gone  so  far  as  to  hold 
that  interest  coupons  attached  to  a  note  or  bond  bear  inter- 
est, upon  default  in  payment  when  due.  Mills  v.  Jefferson^ 
20  "Wis.  50;  Clevekmd  v.  JBumham,  64  Wis.  361;  ^^ash  v. 
Meggettj  89  Wis.  493,  494.  We  certaiAly  cannot  extend  the 
rule  thus  announced.  The  contract  is  very  exacting  and 
oppressive.  While  parties  must  be  allowed  to  make  their 
own  contracts  so  long  as  they  are  made  understandingly 
and  not  in  violation  of  law,  yet  there  is  no  reason  in  the  case 
at  bar  for  allowing  interest  not  specifically  provided  for  in 
the  contract. 

JBy  the  Court. —  That  portion  of  the  judgment  of  the  circuit 
court  allowing  such  excess  of  $683.40  is  reversed,  and  the 
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judgment  in  all  other  respects  is  affirmed.  No  costs  are 
allowed  to  either  party,  except  that  the  appellants  must  pay 
the  fees  of  the  clerk  of  this  court. 
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BuTLEB,  Plaintiff  in  error,  vs.  The  State,  Defendant  in  error. 

February  J^— March  IJ^  1899. 

Appeal  and  error:  Abandonment  of  assignment  of  error:  Criminal  law 
and  practice:  Statement  of  offense  in  complaint:  Selection  of  jurors: 
Evidence:  Insanity:  Beasonable  doubt:  Instructions  to  jury:  Imr 
material  errors. 

1.  An  assignment  of  error  not  argued  will  be  treated  as  abandoned  un- 

less it  presents  a  palpable  and  obvious  error  prejudicial  to  justice. 

2,  A  complaint  made  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  which  alleges  in  the 

language  of  the  statute  that  the  defendant  did  wilfully,  feloni- 
ously, and  with  malice  aforethought  kill  and  murder  a  certain 
person,  is  sufficient  to  give  the  justice  jurisdiction  upon  the  pre- 
liminary examination. 

8.  The  statute  providing  for  the  selection  of  names  of  jurors  by  jury 
commissioners  is  not  invalid  because  it  curtails  the  right  which 
supervisors  formerly  had  to  furnish  a  jury  list. 

4  On  the  trial  of  an  issue  as  to  the  sanity  of  a  person  charged  with 
murder  the  admission  of  a  physician's  testimony  that  cuts  on  the 
body  of  the  victim  appeared  to  have  been  made  by  a  sharp  instru- 
ment and  that  death  occurred  from  a  fracture  of  the  skull  and 
hemorrhage,  was  not  prejudicial  to  defendant,  where  those  facts 
were  wholly  undisputed  throughout  the  case. 

6.  An  instruction  that  insanity,  to  constitute  a  defense,  must  be  such 
a  perverted  and  deranged  condition  of  the  ment>al  and  moral  facul- 
ties as  to  render  a  person  incapable  of  distinguishing  between 
right  and  wrong,  or  not  conscious,  at  the  time,  of  the  nature  of  the 
act  which  he  is  committing,  or  such  a  complete  destruction,  other 
than  voluntary,  of  his  will  that  his  actions  are  not  subject  to  it  but 
are  beyond  his  control,  is  Jield  to  state  correctly  the  rule  of  law 
most  favorable  to  defendant. 

6.  An  instruction  in  a  criminal  case  that  a  reasonably  doubt  is  a  doubt 

for  which  a  reason  can  be  given  based  on  the  evidence  in  the  case, 
is  correct 

7.  An  instruction  defining  a  reasonable  doubt  as  being,  among  other 

things,  "such  a  doubt  as  would  govern  and  control  a  reasonably 
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prudent  man,  and  deter  him  from  acting  or  deciding  in  his  own 
most  important  affairs  and  concerns  of  life,"  is  not  erroneous. 

8.  A  mistake,  in  charging  the  jury  that  a  reasonable  doubt  is  one 
which,  after  a  consideration  of  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  '*  leaves 
the  minxls  of  the  jury  in  that  condition  that  they  can  say  that  they 
feel  an  abiding  conviction,  to  a  moral  certainty,  of  the  truth  of  the 
charge," —  using  the  word  "  can  "  instead  of  "  cannot," —  is  held  not 
to  have  been  a  material  error,  where  it  is  evident  from  the  circum- 
stances and  the  remainder  of  the  charge  that  the  jury  could  not 
have  been  misled  thereby. 

9l  An  instruction  that,  if  there  is  one  single  material  fact  in  the  case 
proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury  by  a  preponderance  of  the 
evidence  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  guilt  of  the  defendant, 
this  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  reasonable  doubt  and  justify  an  ac- 
quittal, is  not  erroneous  as  tending  to  imply  that  unless  some 
substantive  fact  is  proved  by  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  it 
will  not  raise  a  reasonable  doubt,  where  full  and  accurate  instruc- 
tions were  given  as  to  the  persistency  of  the  presumption  of  inno- 
cence, the  propriety  of  the  most  charitable  and  merciful  construction 
of  the  facts,  and  the  necessity  that  every  reasonable  doubt  should 
be  removed  before  conviction  would  be  justified. 

Errob  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  "Wau- 
kesha county:  James  J.  Dick,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

D.  J.  Hemlock,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

For  the  defendant  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  the  Attor- 
ney General,  and  oral  •  argument  by  H.  F.  Hamilton,  second 
assistant  attorney  general. 

Dodge,  J.  The  plaintiff  in  error,  on  December  20, 1897, 
was  convicted  of  murder  in  the  first  degree  for  the  killing 
of  his  wife  on  the  5th  of  July  in  that  year.  There  was  no 
dispute  as  to  the  fact  that  he  slew  her  with  two  or  more 
blows  of  an  ax.  He  was  tried  upon  a  preliminary  issue  of 
insanity,  and,  being  found  sane,  was  then  tried  upon  the 
issue  of  his  guilt,  and  from  judgment  and  sentence  upon  con- 
viction brings  this  writ  of  error. 

Twenty-two  assignments  of  error  are  presented  in  plaint- 
iff in  error's  brief,  more  than  half  of  wliich  are  not  argued, 
either  orally  or  in  the  brief;  and  we  shall  assume  from  that 
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fact  that  they  are  abandoned,  and  shall  not  consider  them. 
This  court  ordinarily  will  not  assume  the  labor  of  searching 
for  grounds  to  support  assignments  of  error  which  counsel 
deem  unworthy  of  argument,  though  we  should  not,  for  that 
reason,  ignore  an  assignment  which  presented  a  palpable 
and  obvious  error  prejudicial  to  justice. 

1.  It  is  claimed  that  the  complaint  before  the  justice, 
upon  which  the  preliminary  examination  was  had,  was  in- 
sufficient. It  alleges,  in  the  language  of  the  statute,  that 
the  plaintiff  in  error  "did  wilfully,  feloniously,  and  with 
malice  aforethought  kill  and  murder  one  Mary  Butler." 
This  is  sufficient  in  a  complaint  before  a  justice,  where  only 
a  substantial  statement  of  some  offense  is  necessary  to  give 
the  justice  jurisdiction.  R.  S.  1878,  sec.  4776;  State  ex  rel. 
De  Puy  V,  Evans^  88  Wis.  260;  Annia  v.  People,  13  Mich. 
511.  Indeed,  in  AUen  v.  State,  85  Wis.  22,  such  allegation 
was  held  sufficient,  in  an  information,  to  support  a  verdict 
of  murder  in  either  the  first,  second,  or  third  degree. 

2.  The  fifth  assignment  protests  against  the  present  jury 
law,  providing  for  selection  of  names  by  jury  commissioners. 
No  ground  is  pointed  out  except  that  it  curtails  the  right  of 
supervisors  of  the  different  towns  to  furnish  a  jury  list. 
That  right,  when  it  existed,  was  purely  statutory,  and  could, 
of  course,  be  withdrawn  in  the  discretion  of  the  legislature. 

3.  The  sixth  assignment  complains  that,  upon  the  trial  of 
the  issue  of  insanity,  a  physician  was  allowed  to  testify  that 
the  cuts  upon  the  body  of  the  victim  appeared  to  be  made 
by  a  sharp  instrument,  and  that  death  occurred  from  a  frac- 
ture of  the  skull  and  hemorrhage.  These  facts  were  so  wholly 
undisputed  throughout  the  case  that  the  testimony  could  not 
have  been  prejudicial  to  the  defendant  at  any  stage  of  the 
case. 

4.  Under  the  sixteenth  assignment  plaintiff  in  error  assails 
that  portion  of  the  court's  charge  on  the  question  of  sanity 
in  which  the  jury  were  instructed  that  insanity  means  "  such 
a  perverted  and  deranged  condition  of  the  mental  and  moral 
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faculties  as  to  render  a  person  incapable  of  distinguishing 
between  right  and  wrong,  or  not  conscious,  at  the  time,  of 
the  nature  of  the  act  which  he  is  committing."  Apparently 
the  only  criticism  made  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  is  that  in- 
sanity, to  constitute  a  defense,  may  also  consist  in  the  loss 
or  subordination  of  the  will,  so  that,  although  the  moral 
character  of  the  act  may  be  understood,  the  conduct  of  the 
accused  is  beyond  his  control. 

There  are  many  respectable  authorities  to  support  even 
that  portion  of  the  charge  of  which  plaintiff  in  error  com- 
plains, if  it  stood  alone.  4  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  715; 
State  V.  Erb^  74  Mo.  199.  But  it  is  unnecessary  to  pass  on 
that  question,  for  the  court's  charge  did  include  both  classes 
of  insanity,  and  did  fully  instruct  the  jury  that  the  loss  by 
disease  of  either  the  cognitive  or  the  conative  power  was  suf- 
cient  to  constitute  a  defense.  The  words  above  quoted  were 
immediately  followed  by:  "Or  where,  though  conscious  of 
it,  and  able  to  distinguish  between  right  and  wrong,  and 
knowing  that  the  act  is  wrong,  yet  his  will,  by  which  is 
meant  the  governing  power  of  his  mind,  has  been  otherwise 
than  voluntarily  so  completely  destroyed  that  his  actions  are 
not  subject  to  it,  but  are  beyond  his  control."  The  charge 
as  given,  therefore,  seems  to  be  a  correct  statement  of  the 
rule  of  law  most  favorable  to  defendant,  and  in  full  accord 
with  that  applied  in  Gtiiteau^s  Case,  10  Fed.  Eep.  161,  by 
Judge  Cox,  whose  charge  in  that  famous  case  deservedly 
occupies  a  high  place  in  judicial  literature  for  thoroughness 
of  investigation  and  accuracy  of  expression. 

5.  The  fifteenth,  twentieth,  twenty-first,  and  twenty-sec- 
ond assignments  of  error  present  certain  criticisms  upon  the 
court's  charge  as  to  reasonable  doubt.  That  charge  was 
given  twice, —  first  upon  the  submission  of  the  question  of 
insanity,  and  again  upon  the  submission  of  the  question  of 
guilt,  to  the  jury.  The  portion  excepted  to  was  as  follows: 
"  A  reasonable  doubt  is  that  state  of  the  case  which,  after 
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an  entire  comparison  and  consideration  of  all  the  evidence 
in  the  case,  leaves  the  minds  of  the  jurors  in  that  condition 
that  they  cannot  say  that  they  feel  an  abiding  conviction, 
to  a  moral  certainty,  of  the  truth  of  the  matter.    But  it  is 
not  necessary  that  you  should  be  satisfied  beyond  all  possi- 
bility or  suspicion  of  a  doubt  of  the  truth  of  the  matter. 
Doubts  that  are  not  based  upon  a  careful  and  reasonable 
consideration  of  all  the  testimony,  facts,  and  circumstances 
proved  upon  the  trial,  and  are  purely  imaginary,  or  born  of 
sympathy  alone,  or  of  the  ingenious  suggestion  of  counsel, 
not  based  on  the  evidence  in  the  case,  should  not  influence 
your  verdict.    Possible  or  sympathetic  doubts  have  no  proper 
place  in  your  deliberations.    A  reasonable  doubt  is  a  doubt 
founded  upon  a  consideration  of  all  the  testimony,  facts,  and 
circumstances  proved  on  the  trial,  and  based  on  reason ;  a 
doubt  for  which  a  reason  can  be  given,  based  on  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case;  and  such  a  doubt  as  would  govern  and 
control  a  reasonably  prudent  man,  and  deter  him  from  act- 
ing or  deciding  in  his  own  most  important  affairs  and  con- 
cerns of  life.    But  you  should  give  the  facts  proven  in  the 
case  the  most  reasonable,  charitable,  and  merciful  construc- 
tion consistent  with  all  the  evidence  in  the  case.    And  if 
there  is  one  single  material  fact  in  the  case  proved  to  your 
satisfaction  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence  in  the  case, 
or  the  greater  weight  of  the  evidence,  which  is  inconsistent 
with  the  guilt  of  the  defendant  as  to  any  of  the  degrees  of 
crime  submitted  to  you  for  your  determination  in  this  case, 
this  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  guilt 
of  the  defendant  as  to  the  degree  of  crime  to  which  such 
material  fact  is  connecting  him  and  part  of, — in  such  case 
the  jury  should  acquit  the  defendant  as  to  such  degree  of 
crime  where  any  such  doubt  exists." 

The  particular  complaints  suggested  by  plaintiff  in  error 
will  be  considered  in  their  order: 

(a)  Plaintiff  in  error  attacks  the  expression  that  a  reason- 
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able  doubt  is  *'  a  doubt  for  which  a  reason  can  be  given, 
based  on  the  evidence  in  the  case."  It  is  unnecessary  again 
so  soon  to  go  at  any  length  into  the  question  of  proper  in- 
struction from  court  to  jury  of  the  somewhat  abstruse  dis- 
tinctions involved  in  the  expression  "  reasonable  doubt."  In 
the  very  recent  case  of  Emery  v.  StaU^  101  Wis.  627,  the 
subject  is  fully  discussed.  In  that  case  the  entire  equivalent 
of  the  phrase  here  objected  to  was  used,  viz. :  "  If  there  arise 
in  your  mind  a  doubt  for  which  a  good  reason  arising  from 
the  evidence  can  be  given,  it  is  your  duty  to  give  the  defend- 
ants the  fullest  and  amplest  benefit  of  that,  and  acquit  them." 
This  was  held  free  from  error  in  that  case,  -and  we  adhere 
to  that  view.  The  phrase  assailed  is  not  an  incorrect  method 
of  stating  the  distinction  between  that  measure  of  uncer- 
tainty which  justifies  an  acquittal  and  the  mere  fanciful, 
unfounded,  speculative  doubt  which  can  always  be  raised, 
even  as  to  the  existence  of  facts  most  obvious  to  our  senses. 
A  doubt  cannot  be  reasonable  unless  a  reason  therefor  exists, 
and,  if  such  reason  exists,  it  can  be  given. 

(6)  Error  is  assigned  upon  the  following  definition :  "  Such 
a  doubt  as  would  govern  and  control  a  reasonably  prudent 
man,  and  deter  him  from  acting  or  deciding  in  his  ovm  most 
important  affairs  and  concerns  of  life."  The  criticism  here 
made  is  one  which  has  been  fully  discussed  by  this  court; 
last  in  the  case  of  Emery  v.  State^  92  Wis.  146,  152,  and  ear- 
lier in  Anderson  v.  State,  41  Wis.  430.  In  the  Anderson  Case, 
an  instruction  which  gave  to  the  jury  as  a  guide  "  that  pru- 
dence and  reason  which  govern  you  in  the  ordinary  conduct 
of  your  affa/irs  "  was  held  inadequate,  and  the  rule  stated 
that  they  should  bring  to  their  duty  "  the  reason  and  pru- 
dence which  they  would  exercise  in  tJie  most  important  af- 
fairs of  life."  In  the  Emery  Case  the  defect  was  the  omission 
of  the  word  "most,"  the  guide  given  the  jury  being  such 
care  "  as  would  lead  a  careful  and  prudent  man  to  act  af- 
firmatively in  importa/nt  matters  of  his  ovmP  The  only  vari- 
VOL.  102  —  24 
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ance  of  the  charge  ia  this  case  from  the  rule  declared  in 
Anderson  v.  State  is  the  substitution  of  the  word  "  his  "  for 
the  word  "  the."  It  is  ynfortunate,  when  definite  language 
has  been  prescribed  as  exactly  expressing  a  rule,  that  such 
language  should  not  be  adhered  to,  and  that  even  the  slight- 
est variation  therefrom  should  give  justification  for  debate 
.as  to  the  suflBciency  of  the  words  used.  We  reiterate  what 
was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Winslow  in  Emery  v.  Statej  supra: 
^^  A  juryman  in  a  criminal  case  must  use  all  the  reason,  pru- 
dence, and  judgment  which  a  man  would  exercise  in  the 
most  important  affairs  of  life,  and  an  instruction  authoriz- 
ing the  use  of  any  less  degree  of  reason,  prudence,  and  judg- 
ment is  erroneous."  It  seems  to  us,  however,  hypercritical 
to  contend  that  the  substitution  of  "  his  most  important " 
for  "  the  most  important "  has  the  effect  to  authorize  that 
forbidden  "  less  degree  "  of  reason  and  prudence.  It  cannot 
be  doubted  that  "  the  most  important  affairs  "  in  which  an 
individual  is  to  exercise  judgment  and  precaution  are  those 
which  are  most  important  to  himself.  Whether  their  im- 
portance to  others  or  to  the  public  at  large  may  be  the 
greatest  is  not  the  consideration  which  affects  his  own  judg- 
ment. The  words  used  in  the  instruction  complained  of 
are,  for  the  purpose  of  guiding  the  jury,  equivalent  to  those 
prescribed  by  Anderson  v.  State^  and  did  not  authorize  any 
relaxation  of  the  vigilant  prudence  required  in  reaching 
their  judgment.    Bradley  v,  Stu/te^  31  Ind.  494,  504. 

{c)  The  portion  of  the  charge  here  assigned  as  error  is  as 
follows:  "  A  reasonable  doubt  is  that  state  of  the  case  which, 
after  an  entire  comparison  and  consideration  of  all  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case,  leaves  the  minds  of  the  jurors  in  that  con- 
dition that  they  can  say  that  they  feel  an  abiding  conviction, 
to  a  moral  certainty,  of  the  truth  of  the  charge.  But  it  is 
not  necessary  that  you  should  be  satisfied  beyond  all  sus- 
picion of'  a  doubt  that  the  defendant  is  guilty  before  you 
can  convict."    This  is  obvious  confusion  and  absurdity.    An 
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examination  of  the  rest  of  the  record  convinces  us  that,  while 
a  correct  quotation  from  the  bill  of  exceptions,  the  appear- 
ance there  of  the  instruction  in  this  form  is  due  to  a  mere 
clerical  mistake  in  transcribing  the  words  in  fact  used  by 
the  court.  An  examination  of  the  charge  upon  the  issue  of 
insanity  shows  that  the  subject  of  reasonable  doubt  was  there 
treated  verbatim  as  in  the  charge  upon  the  issue  of  guilt. 
The  charge  must  have  been  written  in  order  to  secure  this 
identity  in  words,  and  we  have  no  doubt  that  in  such  charge 
as  so  written  by  the  court  and  delivered  to  the  jury  the 
words  were  "  that  they  cannot  say  "  instead  of  "  that  they 
can  say."  The  foregoing  remarks  are  made  in  justice  to  the 
circuit  judge,  whose  well-known  care  and  erudition  are  in- 
consistent with  so  obvious  a  blunder  as  is  here  presented. 
Treating  the  objection,  however,  as  if  the  mistake  had  in 
fact  been  made,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  jury  could  not  have 
been  misled  thereby.  The  persistency  with  which  the  court 
insisted  throughout  the  charge  on  the  efficiency  of  a  reason- 
able doubt  as  to  any  of  the  issues  to  defeat  a  conviction,  the 
utter  inconsistency  of  the  final  sentence  of  this  very  quota- 
tion with  the  idea  that  the  reasonable  doubt  was  to  work 
against  the  accused  instead  of  in  his  favor,  and  the  fact  that 
to  this  same  jury  "reasonable  doubt "  had  been  correctly  de- 
fined in  an  earlier  stage  of  the  trial  by  the  use  of  exactly 
the  same  phraseology  without  the  omission  of  this  negative 
word,  convinces  us  that  to  any  ordinarily  intelligent  mind 
the  true  meaning  must  have  been  apparent,  even  if  the  word 
"  not "  had  been  omitted.  It  is  true  that  in  the  case  of  Re- 
voir  V.  State,  82  Wis.  295,  the  charge  that  insanity  must  be 
proved  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  was  held  reversible  error; 
but  the  considerations  there  involved  are  very  different  from 
those  here.  Insanity  is  an  affirmative  defense,  and  laymen 
may  well  be  uncertain  as  to  whether  the  duty  is  not  upon 
the  defendant  who  asserts  it  to  bear  the  burden  of  establish- 
.  ing  it.    Indeed,  it  has  been  a  vexed  question  in  courts,  and, 
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while  the  great  weight  of  authority  is  with  the  holding  of 
this  court  that,  when  sanity  becomes  an  issue,  it  must  be  es- 
tablished by  the  prosecution  like  every  other  fact,  yet  even 
judicial  minds  have  differed  thereon,  and  the  direct  instruc- 
tion to  the  nonprofessional  jury  that  the  burden  lay  on  the 
accused  to  prove  insanity  might  well  have  been  understood 
according  to  its  terms.  It  is  not  possible,  however,  that  any 
man  of  ordinary  intelligence,  in  the  light  of  the  rest  of  this 
charge,  could  have  understdod  that  conviction  instead  of  ac- 
quittal must  follow  if  a  reasonable  doubt  existed.  ThcvVery 
extravagance  of  the  proposition  renders  it  innocuous. 

{d)  Error  is  predicated  upon  the  instruction:  "If  there  is 
one  single  material  fact  in  the  case  proved  to  your  satisfac- 
tion by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  .  .  .  this  is 
sufficient  to  raise  a  reasonable  doubt,  and  the  jury  should 
acquit  the  defendant." 

The  expression  here  criticised  is  not  a  fortunate  one.  While, 
of  course,  it  is  strictly  accurate,  yet,  standing  alone,  it  is  pos- 
sible that  it  might  convey  to  the  minds  of  jurymen  the  con- 
verse implication, —  that,  unless  some  substantive  fact  were 
proved  by  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  it  would  not 
raise  a  reasonable  doubt.  But  we  cannot  say  in  this  case, 
and  in  the  light  of  the  very  full  and  accurate  instructions 
given  to  the  jury  as  to  the  persistency  of  the  presumption  of 
innocence,  the  propriety  of  the  most  charitable  and  merciful 
construction  of  the  facts,  and  the  necessity  that  every  rea- 
sonable doubt  should  be  removed  before  conviction  would  be 
justified,  that  it  could  have  misled  them.  If  counsel  for  the 
accused  deemed  this  instruction,  strictly  correct  in  itself,  to 
be  misleading,  or  to  suggest  by  implication  a  wrong  rule,  he 
could  have  requested  such  additional  instruction  as  would 
have  obviated  any  such  effect.  True,  the  supreme  court  of 
Iowa  has  considered  a  charge  substantially  like  this  suffi- 
ciently misleading  in  its  implications  to  justify  a  reversal, 
but  we  have  not  before  us  the  remainder  of  the  charge  in 
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that  case,  nor  the  peculiar  issues  which  were  presented,  both 
of  which  are  material  considerations  as  to  the  effect  or  sig- 
nificance of  such  a  charge.    State  v.  Judieschy  96  Iowa,  249. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  State  v.  BobertSy  15  Oreg.  187,  the 
refusal  of  a  request  by  the  accused  for  the  giving  of  substan- 
tially this  instruction  was  affirmed  because  it  was  too  favor- 
able to  the  accused. 

We  have  carefully  examined  the  record  in  this  case,  and 
find  nothing  therein  to  throw  any  doubt  upon  the  care,  im- 
partiality, and  fairness  of  the  trial,  nor  upon  the  correctness 
of  the  conclusion  reached  in  the  court  below,  whereby,  as 
we  are  ponvinced,  even-handed  justice  was  administered. 

By  the  Court — Judgment  affirmed. 


Lanb  and  others,  Executors,  Appellants,  vs.  Fbawlby,  Ke- 

spondent. 

February  il— March  14, 1899. 
Action,  tort  or  contract  f  Deceit:  Survival:  Statutes  construed. 

1.  In  an  action  by  executors,  a  complaint  alleging  that  defendant  had 

made  false  representations  whereby  plaintiffs'  decedent  in  her  life- 
time had  been  induced  to  execute  a  mortgage  to  defendant,  which, 
through  foreclosure  by  an  assignee,  resulted  in  the  loss  of  the  prop- 
erty, for  the  value  of  which,  together  with  the  amount  of  a  defi- 
ciency judgment  paid  by  plaintiffs,  judgment  is  demanded,  is  held 
not  to  state  a  cause  of  action  on  implied  contract,  but,  if  any,  one 
in  tort  for  deceit. 

2.  An  action  in  tort  for  deceit,  to  recover  general  damages  caused  by 

the  fraud,  does  not  survive  under  sec.  4253,  R  S.  1878,  which  pro- 
vides for  survival  of  "actions  for  damages  done  to  real  and  per- 
sonal estate."  That  language  relates  only  to  injuries  to  specific 
property. 
8.  Nor  does  such  an  action  survive  under  sec.  3252,  R  S.  1878,  which 
provides  that  "  for  wrongs  done  to  the  property,  rights  or  interests 
of  another,  for  which  an  action  might  be  maintained  against  the 
wrongdoer,  au  action  may  be  brought  by  the  executors  or  adinin- 
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istrators  of  the  person  injured,  after  his  death,  against  such  wrong- 
doer.'* That  section  was  not  intended  to  provide  for  the  survival 
of  any  action,  but  merely  to  regulate  the  proceedings  in  suoh  ac- 
tions as  otherwise  survive^ 

Appbal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Eau  Claire 
county :  W.  F.  Bailby,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

This  was  an  appeal  from  order  sustaining  demurrer  to 
a  complaint  which  alleged  that  plaintiffs  were  executors 
under  the  will  of  Mary  Allen,  deceased ;  that  in  her  lifetime 
the  defendant  falsely  and  fraudulently  represented  to  the 
deceased,  substantially,  that  if  she  would  execute  and  de- 
liver to  him  a  note  and  mortgage  for  $1,300,  he  would  take 
proceedings  to  recover  back  certain  lands  formerly  owned 
by  her  deceased  husband,  for  the  executors  of  his  estate; 
that  the  law  required  that  before  taking  proceedings  he 
should  be  paid  his  fee,  otherwise  the  case  would  be  thrown 
out  of  court;  that  a  note  and  mortgage  for  attorney's  fees 
could  not  be  assigned,  and  that  he  would  attach  to  the  mort- 
gage a  written  agreement,  specifying  what  he  was  to  per- 
form, to  be  placed  upon  the  records  with  the  mortgage; 
that  the  false  statements  were  made  by  the  defendant  wil- 
fully and  fraudulently,  knowing  them  to  be  false,-  and  for 
the  purpose  of  deceiving  said  Mary  Allen  and  inducing  her 
to  execute  said  note  and  mortgage,  which  she  did  in  reliance 
thereon;  that  said  representations  were  false,  and  that  the 
defendant  did  not  carry  out  any  of  said  false  and  fraudulent 
promises,  but  did  assign  the  said  mortgage,  which  was  there- 
after foreclosed,  and  the  property  sold ;  and  that,  by  reason 
of  the  false  and  fraudulent  representations  so  made  as  afore- 
said, the  estate  of  said  Mary  Allen  has  suffered  the  loss  of 
the  real  estate  mortgaged,  to  its  damage  in  the  sum  of 
§2,500,  and  by  reason  of  the  payment  of  a  deficiency  judg- 
ment said  estate  has  been  damaged  in  the  further  sum  of 
$177.01.  Judgment  was  accordingly  demanded  for  $2,677.01. 
The  demurrer  was  general. 
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Appellants  contend  that  the  complaint  may  be  construed 
to  state  a  caase  of  action,  in  assumpsit^  but,  if  not,  that  the 
action  for  deceit  survives  to  the  executors. 

For  the  appellants  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief  of 
Vesper  Morgom.  To  the  point  that  the  cause  of  action  sur- 
vived, he  cited  seol  3252,  S.  &  B.  Ann.  Stats. ;  Haight  v. 
Hayt,  19  K  T.  464;  Cregvn  v.  BrooUyn  a  T.  R.  Co.  75  N.  T. 
192;  Hegerich  v.  Keddie^  99  K  Y.  258;  BcmdaU  v.  N.  TT. 
Tel.  Co.  54  Wis.  140;  BaJcer  v.  CrandaU,  78  Mo.  584, 47  Am. 
Kep.  126;  Pomeroy,  Kemedies  (2d  ed.),  §  147. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Frawley y  Bundy 
<&  Wilcoxj  and  oral  argument  by  C.  T.  Bwady. 

Dodge,  J.  That  the  complaint  attempts  to  state  an  action 
<e2;  delicto  seems  too  plain  for  discussion.  The  allegations,  in 
brief,  are  that  defendant  made  false  representations  whereby 
deceased,  in  her  lifetime,  was  induced  to  execute  a  mortgage 
of  $1,300,  which,  being  foreclosed  by  others  than  the  de- 
fendant, resulted  in  the  loss  of  the  mortgaged  property  of 
value  $2,500,  whereby  she  suffered  damage  in  that  sum. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  complaint  contains  no  allegations 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  in  contract.  In 
many  cases  in  this  court  the  allegation  of  the  wrongful  ob- 
taining or  withholding  of  money  from  the  plaintiff  has  been 
held  not  inconsistent  with  a  contract  character  of  the  action; 
but  in  every  such  case  that  character  has  been  saved  by  the 
fact  that  the  remedy  prayed  was  that  to  which  an  implied 
contract  entitled  the  plaintiff,  namely,  repayment  of  the 
money  actually  received  or  retained  by  the  defendant. 
Among  these  cases,  to  some  of  which  appellants  call  our  at- 
tention, is  Ycm  Gas  v.  Synon^  85  Wis.  661.  There  the  court, 
by  Oeton,  J.,  says:  "In  actions  at  law  the  demand  for  judg- 
ment is  vastly  important  in  determining  the  nature  of  the 
action,  as  between  tort  and  contract,  or  as  between  trover 
And  moiiey  had  and  received."    In  Fifield  v.  Sweeney^  62 
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"Wis.  204,  the  action  was  held  to  be  in  contract,  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  prayer  for  relief  was  simply  that  to  which  the 
implied  contract  entitled  the  plaintiff.  In  that  case  the 
money  was  alleged  to  have  been  obtained  by  fraud  and  de- 
ceit, bat  the  court  says:  '•  The  whole  complaint  goes  upon 
the  implied  aaaurwpsit  to  repay  the  money  so  had  and  re- 
ceived, and  interest  thereon,  and  no  other  damage  by  reason 
of  the  fraud  or  mistake  is  claimed." 

Such  considerations  are  wholly  wanting  here.  The  prayer 
is  not  for  the  recovery  of  that  which  the  defendant  has  ob- 
tained from  the  plaintiff  by  the  alleged  misrepresentation, 
but  the  damage  which  she  has  suffered  by  reason  of  his  fraud, 
obviously  far  exceeding  the  amount  received  by  him,  which 
amount  is  not  set  forth.  Again,  the  complaint  is  obviously 
not  framed  upon,  and  not  sufficient  to  support,  an  action  ^ 
contractu  for  breach  of  the  alleged  promises  of  defendant  to 
perform  certain  services  for  plaintiff.  Her  recovery  for 
such  breach  would  be  for  what  she  suffered  by  the  failure  to 
receive  those  services,  as  to  which  no  allegation  whatever 
is  made,  and  which  bear  no  relation  to  the  damages  set  forth 
and  sought  to  be  recovered. 

This,  then,  being  a  tort  action  for  deceit  to  recover  gen- 
eral damages  caused  by  the  fraud,  and  not  to  recover  back 
specific  property  obtained  by  fraud,  it  is  vigorously  debated 
whether  or  not  it  survives.  The  question  is  squarely  an- 
swered in  the  negative  by  this  court  in  John  V,  Farwell  Co. 
V,  Wolf  J  96  Wis.  10,  wherein  it  is  pointed  out  that  our  stat- 
ute for  the  survival  of  actions,  namely,  sec.  4253,  K.  S.  1878^ 
is  confined,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  this  subject,  to  "  actions  for 
damages  done  to  real  and  personal  estates; "  that  such  stat- 
ute is  taken  from  Massachusetts,  by  way  of  Michigan,  in 
both  of  which  it  received  a  restrictive  construction,  such 
as  to  exclude  such  torts  as  this,  and  a  construction  which 
wholly  differentiated  it  from  the  New  York  statute,  which 
provided  for  the  survival  of  "  actions  for  all  wrongs  dono  to 


Wis.]  JANUAKT  TERM,  1899.  37T 


Lane  and  others  vs.  Frawley. 


property  rights  or  interests  of  another."  In  that  case  it  was 
said  (citing  Beed  v.  JSatch^  19  Pick.  47)  that  our  statute  is 
confined  to  injuries  to  specific  property^  and  that  a  mere 
fraud  or  cheat  by  which  a  pecuniary  loss  is  sustained  is  not 
such, — while  the  New  York  statute  extends  to  injury  to  prop- 
erty rights  and  interests,  whereby  actions  for  deceit  or  other 
fraud  diminishing  the  estate  are  included.  John  V.  FarweU 
Co.  V.  Wolf  went  upon  the  assumption  that  the  question  of 
survival  of  Actions  is  regulated  and  controlled  in  this  state 
entirely  by  sec.  4253,  and  that,  except  for  its  provisions,  no 
actions  survive  save  such  as  did  so  at  the  common  law. 

We  are  urged  now  to  recede  from  the  conclusion  reached 
in  John  V.  FarweU  Co.  v.  Wolf  and  to  find  authority  for 
the  survival  of  such  an  action  as  this  in  sec.  3252,  R.  S.  1878, 
which  provides  that  "  for  wrongs  done  to  the  property,  rights 
or  interests  of  another,  for  which  an  action  might  be  main- 
tained against  the  wrongdoer,  an  action  may  be  brought  by 
the  executors  or  administrators  of  the  person  injured  after  hi& 
death  against  such  wrongdoer,  and,  after  his  death,  against 
his  executors  or  administrators."  It  is  true  that  the  expres- 
sion, "  wrongs  done  to  the  property,  rights  or  interests,"  is 
the  same  as  that  used  in  the  New  York  statute  of  survival, 
which  there  has  been  held  broad  enough  to  include  injuries 
to  mere  property  rights,  as  distinguished  from  injury  to  prop- 
erty itself.  The  question,  however,  is  as  to  the  scope  of  sec. 
3252, —  whether  it  is  to  be  treated  as  a  survival  statute,  and 
as  additional  to  and  independent  of  sec.  4253.  Such  condi- 
tion of  things  would  be  almost  an  anomaly  in  careful  statute- 
making.  Sec.  4253  is  apparently  exhaustive  of  the  subject, 
and  occurs  in  a  chapter  under  the  title  of  "  Survival  of  Ac- 
tions," and  has  so  appeared  continuously  since  the  revision 
of  1849,  during  all  of  which  time  sec.  3252,  with  some  modi- 
fications immaterial  now,  has  existed  under  a  chapter  en- 
titled "  Actions  and  Proceedings  by  and  against  Executors," 
etc.     Such  classification  of  these  two  sections  would  seem  to 
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be  significant.  In  designating  what  actions  shoald  survive, 
the  legislature  would  naturally  locate  the  section  on  that 
subject  in  the  chapter  with  reference  to  survival  of  actions, 
and  would  not  ordinarily \place  it  under  the  title  of  "Pro- 
ceedings against  Executors;"  and  the  appearance  of  sec. 
3252  under  such  title  at  once  suggests  that  its  purpose  is  not 
to  provide  what  actions  for  wrongs  shall  survive,  but  to  pro- 
vide as  to  how  the  actions  which  do  survive  may  be  prose- 
cuted,—  whether  by  executors,  by  next  of  kin,  or  by  heirs. 
Such  a  construction  would  be  not  at  all  unusual,  as  applied 
to  somewhat  analogous  statutory  provisions.  Thus,  in  Noo- 
nan  v.  OrtoUy  34  "Wis.  259,  in  discussing  the  provision  in  the 
bankrupt  law  that  the  assignee  might  prosecute  and  defend 
in  his  own  name  "  all  suits  to  which  the  bankrupt  is  a  party," 
this  court  decided  that,  in  view  of  its  purpose,  its  general 
language  was  to  be  construed  to  apply,  not  to  "  all  suits," 
but  only  to  those  based  on  rights  of  action  which  passed  to 
him  by  virtue  of  other  provisions.  Again,  in  Sla^cson  v. 
Schwdbacher  Bros,  <&  Go.  4  Wash.  783,  the  court  held  that  a 
section  providing  that  "aZZ  other  causes  of  actionhj  one  per- 
son against  another,  whether  arising  on  contract  or  other- 
wise, survive  to  the  personal  representatives,"  was  not  eflfect- 
ive  to  give  survival  to  any  cause  of  action,  but  was  intended 
merely  to  regulate  the  manner  of  prosecuting  such  actions 
as  otherwise  survived.  In  La  Points  v.  O^Malley^  47  Wis. 
332,  339,  this  court  held  that  sec.  2801,  which  provides  that 
•*'  in  case  of  a  transfer  of  interest,  or  devolution  of  liability, 
the  action  may  be  continued  by  or  against  the  original 
party,"  did  not  confer  any  right  of  survival  or  assignment, 
but  merely  regulated  procedure  in  such  actions  as  by  virtue 
of  other  provisions  of  law  survived  or  were  assignable. 
Many  other  instances  might  be  found  where  general  lan- 
guage has  been  limited  by  reason  of  the  presumed  legislative 
purpose  to  thereby  regulate  rights  otherwise  existing,  rather 
than  to  grant  other  and  additional  rights. 
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This  construction,  by  which  the  grant  of  survival  of  ac- 
tions is  made  exclusively  by  sec.  4253,  and  only  regulation 
of  proceedings  in  such  as  do  survive  is  attempted  by  sec. 
3252,  is  in  accordance  with  all  the  precedents  and  practice 
in  this  state.  Nowhere,  in  the  fifty  years  of  existence  of 
these  two  statutes,  has  it  been  held,  or  indeed  intimated, 
that  any  action  survived  by  virtue  of  sec.  3252,  while  it  has 
been  repeatedly  said,  albeit  sometimes  obiter  and  some- 
times only  inferentially,  that  sec.  4253. is  exclusive  upon 
this  subject.  In  Woodward  v,  G,  &  N.  W.  R,  Co,  23  Wis. 
400,  the  court,  by  Dixon,  C.  J.,  said:  *'The  common-law 
rule  must  govern,  unless  it  [the  action]  has  been  taken  out 
of  that  rule  by  some  express  provision  of  statute.  We  know 
of  no  such  provision.  The  statute  declaring  what  actions 
shall  survive  in  addition  to  those  which  surmoe  hy  the  com- 
mon law,  is  section  2  of  chapter  135  of  the  Kevised  Stat- 
utes [now  sec.  4253] ;  and  this  is  clearly  not  one  of  them. 
.  .  .  The  provisions  of  statutes  allowing  actions  of  tort 
to  survive  are  strictly  construed,  so  as  not  to  extend  the 
exceptions  beyond  the  clear  intent  of  the  legislature."  While 
it  is  true  that  sec.  3252  was  not  expressly  cited  in  the  orig- 
inal briefs  in  that  case,  it  was  urged  that  the  cause  of 
action  survived  because  it  was  an  injury  to  the  property 
rights^  as  distinguished  from  an  injury  to  the  property,  of 
the  deceased,  a  contention  which  could  find  support  only 
from  that  section;  and  in  a  motion  for  a  rehearing  the  pred- 
ecessor of  sec.  3252  was  strenuously  pressed  upon  the  court 
as  justifying  the  survival.  That  motion,  however,  was  over- 
ruled without  comment,  thus  impliedly  denying  to  that  stat- 
ute force  to  enlarge  the  list  of  surviving  actions  beyond 
the  limitations  of  sec.  4253. 

In  Nooncm  v.  Orton,  34  Wis.  259,  the  court  again  treated 
chapter  135  (sec.  4253)  as  the  exclusive  statute  of  survival, 
and  said:  "  In  this  state  the  list  of  actions  which  survive  is 
materially  enlarged  by  statute  (E.  S.  ch.  135).    But  in  this 


380  SUPKEME  COUKT  OF  WISCONSIN.         [102 

Lane  and  others  va  Frawley. 

list  we  fail  to  find  enumerated  actions  for  malicious  prose- 
cution or  malicious  abuse  of  legal  process."  That  was  an 
action  by  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  for  the  diminution  of 
the  bankrupt's  estate  as  a  result  of  malicious  abuse  of  legal 
process,  which  might  apparently  well  have  been  supported 
by  the  application  of  the  so-called  New  York  rule,  if  sec. 
3252  be  given  the  construction  contended  for  by  appellants. 
In  that  case  the  court  cites  with  approval  In  re  Crockett^  2 
N.  B.  R.  [75]  208,  in  which  it  is  held  that  an  action  for  deceit 
in  recommending  an  employee,  by  reason  whereof  the  loss  of 
a  large  amount  of  property  was  suffered,  was  an  action  of 
personal  tort  for  fraud  and  deceit,  and  did  not  survive  nor 
pass  to  the  assignee.  In  RcmdaU  v.  N.  W.  Td.  Co.  54  Wis. 
140,  sec.  4253  is  referred  to  generally  as  the  only  statute  giv- 
ing any  survival  to  a  tort  cause  of  action. 

In  FarraU  v,  Shea^  66  Wis.  561,  565,  which  was  an  action 
of  ejectment,  both  sections  3252  and  4253,  and  some  other 
sections,  were  vigorously  pressed  upon  the  court  as  author- 
izing survival.  The  court  (Obton,  J.)  said:  "  Our  statute  on 
this  subject  (sec.  4253,  E.  S.  1878)  is  very  strict  and  clear, 
leaving  nothing  to  intendment  beyond  what  is  expressed  in 
it.  [Quotes  section.]  This  is  very  explicit.  When  the  leg- 
islature provided  that  actions  for  the  recovery  of  personal 
property  should  survive,  it  would  have  been  easy  and  highly 
proper  to  have  added  '  or  real  property.'  .  .  .  There  is 
no  other  statute  which  can  be  tortured  into  any  such  amend- 
ment of  the  common  law."  He  then  proceeds  to  declare  the 
rule  of  strict  construction,  and  that  the  expression  in  that 
section  of  certain  actions  excludes  all  others. 

In  Cotter  v.  Plumer^  72  Wis.  476,  which  was  an  action  for 
trespass  for  cutting  timber,  brought  against  the  administra- 
tor of  the  trespasser,  the  court  held  that  but  for  sec.  4253 
the  death  of  the  trespasser  would  have  terminated  the  ac- 
tion and  the  right  of  action  as  well;  that  by  virtue  of  that 
section  and  sec.  4254  both  the  action  and  the  right,  to  the 
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extent  of  actual  or  compensatory  damages,  are  saved.  It  is 
apparent  that,  if  sec.  3252  also  grants  survival  of  action,  that 
right  would  have  existed  unrestrained  by  sec.  4254,  and 
punitory  damages  as  well  might  have  been  recovered.  It 
does  not  appear  that  sec.  3252  was  called  to  the  attention  of 
the  court,  however.  Murray  v.  JSiieUy  76  Wis.  657,  was  an 
action  for  loss  and  damage  resulting  from  a  conspiracy  to 
the  injury  of  plaintiff's  business.  The  court  held  that  such 
cause  of  action  did  not  survive,  either  by  virtue  of  sec.  4253, 
E.  S.  1878,  nor  by  virtue  of  ch.  280,  Laws  of  1887,  which 
added  actions  for  assault  and  battery,  false  imprisonment, 
or  other  damage  to  the  person,  and  therefore  did  not  sur- 
vive at  all.  That  action  is  in  all  respects  analogous  to  the 
action  of  deceit,  resulting  in  loss  and  damage.  Sec.  3252 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  pressed  upon  the  attention  of 
the  court. 

John  V.  FarweU  Co,  v.  Wolf^  96  Wis.  10,  as  we  have 
said,  again  declares  sec.  4253  to  be  the  statute  measuring 
the  survival  of  actions,  and  denies  the  claim  made  in  that 
case  that  an  injury  such  as  this  could  survive  by  virtue  of 
the  ]^ew  York  authorities.  An  examination  of  the  briefs 
in  this  case  shows  that  neither  sec.  3252  nor  sec.  4253  was 
specifically  called  to  the  attention  of  the  court,  but  that  it 
was  contended  that  actions  for  injuries  to  property  rights,  as 
distinguished  from  the  property  itself,  survive;  and  it  can- 
not be  said,  from  examination  either  of  the  briefs  or  of  the 
opinion,  that  both  of  these  sections  were  not  before  the  court 
and  duly  considered  in  reaching  its  decision. 

In  Schmidt  v.  Menasha  W.  FF.  Co.  99  Wis.  300,  both  sec- 
tions 3252  and  4253  were  pressed  upon  the  court  as  author- 
izing the  survival  of  the  widow's  right  to  damages  for  her 
husband's  death;  but  the  survival  was  denied  by  the  court 
on  the  authority  of  Woodward  v,  C  &  N.  W.  R.  Co,  23  Wis. 
400,  the  court  declining  to  consider  the  language  of  sec.  3252 
and  impliedly  treating  it  as  giving  no  rights  of  survival,  the 
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whole  discussion  being  addressed  to  the  language  of  sec. 
4253. 

Thus,  it  appears  that  through  a  period  of  fifty  years,  with 
the  subject  more  or  less  directly  presented  to  the  court  in 
some  ten  or  twelve  vigorously  contested  cases,  there  has 
been  no  departure  from  the  view  that  sec.  4253  is  the  statute 
which  accords  the  quality  of  survival  to  actions  not  surviv- 
ing at  common  law,  and  that  sec.  3252  accords  no  such  right. 
During  this  period  the  entire  body  of  the  statutes  has  been 
twice  carefully  revised,  with  no  change  in  the  arrangement 
or  language  of  these  sections  to  indicate  legislative  disap- 
proval of  the  view  taken  by  the  court.  Several  times  those 
sections  have  been  verbally  amended  to  enlarge  the  scope 
of  one  or  the  other,  but  never  so  as  to  intimate  that  the  view 
taken  by  the  court  as  early  as  1868,  in  Woodward  v.  C.  (& 
iT.  TF.  B.  Co.^  and  frequently  followed  since,  was  not  in  ac- 
cord with  the  legislative  purpose.  Whatever  might  be  our 
view,  as  an  original  question,  of  the  relation  between  these 
two  sections,  it  would  be  subversive  of  the  whole  doctrine 
of  stare  decisis^  by  which  both  property  rights  and  litigation 
must  be  guided,  to  now  depart  from  the  position  so  persist- 
ently maintained,  whether  always  definitely  expressed  or 
not,  and  to  hold  that  any  action  for  a  wrong  done  to  prop- 
erty rights  or  interests  of  another  shall  survive,  even  though 
it  do  not  come  within  the  language  of  sec.  4253.  We  feel 
constrained  to  hold,  as  we  think  the.  court  has  repeatedly 
held  before,  that  sec.  4253  is  exclusive  upon  the  subject,  and 
that  an  action  of  deceit  to  recover  pecuniary  damages  not 
to  specific  property  does  not  survive  the  death  of  the  party 
injured,  and,  as  a  result,  that  the  complaint  in  this  case  states 
no  cause  of  action. 

JSy  the  Court —  Order  sustaining  demurrer  is  alfirmed. 
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DowuNG,  Bespondent,  vs.  The  Fire  Association  of  Phila- 
delphia, Garnishee,  Appellant. 
Same,  Respondent,  vs.  The  Lancashire  Insubakoe  Company, 

Garnishee,  Appellant. 
Same,  Respondent,  vs.  The  Faemees  Fire  Insurance  Com- 
pany, Garnishee,  Appellant. 
Reid,  Murdook  &  Co.,  Respondent,  vs.  The  Fire  Associa- 
tion OF  Philadelphia,  Garnishee,  Appellant. 
Same,  Respondent,  vs.  The  Farmers  Fire  Insitrance  Com- 
pany, Garnishee,  Appellant. 
Robertson,  Respondent,  vs.  The  Fire  Association  of  Phila- 

DELPHLA,  Garnishee,  Appellant. 
Same,  Respondent,  vs.  The  Farmers  Fire  Insurance  Com- 
pany, Garnishee,  Appellant. 
Conrad,  Respondent,  vs.  The  Fire  Association  of  Phila- 
delphia, Garnishee,  Appellant. 

'  February  21 — March  U,  1899. 

Oamishment:  Costs:  Discretion, 

1.  A  garnishee  who  denies  liability  and,  upon  trial  of  the  issue,  is  suc- 

cessful, is  entitled  to  recover  costs  of  the  plaintiff  under  sec.  2778, 
R.  S.  1878,  providing  that,  in  case  of  a  trial  between  plaintiff  and 
garnishee,  if  the  plaintiff  do  not  recover  more  than  the  garnishee 
admitted  by  his  answer,  the  latter  shall  recover  costs. 

2.  Where  in  such  a  case  the  garnishee  is  entitled  to  costs  the  court  has 

no  discretion  to  limit  the  amount  thereof  to  a  fixed  sum,  but  they 
should  be  taxed  and  allowed  as  prescribed  by  the  general  statute 
(sea  2921,  R.  S.  1878). 

Appeals  from  judgments  of  the  circuit  court  for  Eau  Claire 
county:  W.  F.  Bailey,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed, 

These  cases  were  reported  by  the  judge  of  the  Seventeenth 
circuit  as  involving  legal  questions  of  such  doubt  and  diffi- 
culty as  to  warrant  consideration  and  decision  by  this  court. 
The  facts  involved  in  each  case  are  substantially  the  same, 
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except  as  herein  stated.  The  several  plaintiffs  wore  credit- 
ors of  Thomas  F.  Dowling.  Actions  were  commenced,  and 
the  insurance  companies  summoned  as  garnishees.  Each 
answered,  denying  liability.  Issue  was  taken  upon  such 
answers.  There  was  no  formal  consolidation  of  the  actions, 
but,  the  issues  being  similar,  the  court  directed  that  the 
several  actions  having  the  same  plaintiff  should  be  tried  to- 
gether, which  was  done,  and  a  joint  judgment  in  favor  of 
such  plaintiff  and  against  the  garnishees  was  rendered.  Upon 
appeal  these  judgments  were  reversed,  on  the  ground  that 
the  actions  were  prematurely  brought  and  that  the  liability 
of  the  garnishees  was  contingent  and  not  absolute.  Dowling 
V.  I/mcaahire  Ins.  Co.  89  Wis.  96.  Stipulations  were  made 
by  the  attorneys  in  each  action  that  the  same  should  be  dis- 
missed with  costs.  Judgments  were  duly  entered  pursuant 
thereto,  and  costs  were  taxed,  each  garnishee  being  allowed 
only  its  proportionate  share  of  the  costs  and  disbursements 
incurred  on  the  trial,  besides  such  as  were  taxable  for  serv- 
ices separately  performed.  Plaintiffs  moved  to  retax  costs. 
In  the  three  Ann  Dowling  cases  the  court  reduced  the  costs 
from  $266.51  to  $104.96,  not  by  disallowing  items  improp- 
erly included,  nor  by  reducing  separate  items  because  in 
excess  of  the  amount  allowed  by  statute,  but  on  the  ground 
that  the  actions  were  equitable  and  the  court  had  the 
power,  in  discretion,  to  reduce  the  amount  to  such  sum  as 
would  seem  fair  and  just  In  each  of  the  other  cases  the 
court  reduced  the  amount  from  $48.72  to  $8.35,  basing  its 
action  on  the  same  ground  as  in  the  other  cases.  The  ques- 
tion certified  is  whether  the  action  of  the  court  was  valid  or 
invalid. 

For  the  appellants  there  were  briefs  by  DooliMe  <&  Shoe- 
maker^  and  oral  argument  by  Z.  A.  DoolitUe. 

For  the  respondents  there  were  briefs  by  Oeo.  C,  <b  Fred 
A,  TeaU^  and  oral  argument  by  Fred  A.  TeaU,  They  con- 
tended, inte7'  aliay  that  it  was  an  equitable  action.    Delaney 
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V.  Ha/rtmig^  91  Wis.  412.  The  matter  of  costs  rested  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court.  Masavng  v.  Ames^  38  Wis.  285 ;  Gilr 
rrum  V.  Va/uffhcm^  44  Wis.  646 ;  Marsh  v.  BeUew^  45  Wis.  36 ; 
Sj>ruhenv.  Stout,  52  Wis.  517;  Bill  v.  Durand,  58  Wis.  160; 
Carrier  v.  Atwoody  58  Wis.  301 ;  Partz  v.  Schantz^  70  Wis. 
497;  Lego  v.  Medley^  79  Wis.  211;  Shawamo  Co.  Bank  v. 
Koeppen^  78  Wis.  533. 

Babdeen,  J.  The  question  certified  by  the  circuit  judge 
could  easily  have  been  answered  by  him,  had  he  referred  to 
the  statute  governing  costs  in  garnishee  actions,  and  the  de- 
cisions of  this  court.  Sec.  2772,  R.  S.  1878,  provides:  "In 
case  of  a  trial  of  an  issue  between  the  plaintiff  and  any  gar- 
nishee, costs  shall  be  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  and  against 
the  garnishee,  in  addition  to  his  liability,  if  the  plaintiff 
recover  more  than  the  garnishee  admitted  by  his  answer; 
and  if  he  do  not,  the  garnishee  shall  recover  costs  of  the 
plaintiff.  In  all  other  cases,  under  this  chapter,  not  ex- 
pressly provided  for,  the  court  may  award  costs  in  favor  of 
or  against  any  party,  in  its  discretion."  In  these  cases  the 
garnishees  denied  liability.  The  plaintiffs  took  issue  upon 
this  answer  and  were  defeated.  The  garnishees  were  put  to 
the  trouble  and  expense  of  a  trial,  and  we  see  no  reason  why, 
under  the  terms  of  the  statute,  they  should  not  be  entitled 
to  their  costs.  In  Baker  v.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co,  62  Wis.  193, 
it  was  argued  that  the  last  clause  of  the  statute  quoted  places 
the  whole  matter  of  costs  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  but 
the  chief  justice,  in  answering  this  contention,  said:  "But 
we  agree  with  the  plaintiff's  counsel  that  this  construction 
is  not  to  be  adopted,  but  that  the  court's  discretion  in  allow- 
ing costs  is  subject  to,  and  controlled  by,  other  statutory 
provisions." 

It  being  established  that  the  garnishees  were  entitled  to 
their  costs,  we  are  led  to  the  inquiry  whether  the  court  had 
any  discretion  as  to  the  amount  that  should  be  allowed. 
Vol.102— 25 
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Sec.  2921,  R  S.  1878,  provides  that  when  costs  are  allowed 
they  shall  be  as  therein  prescribed.  Subd.  7,  sec.  2918,  says 
that  in  all  equitable  actions  costs  may  be  allowed,  or  not, 
to  any  party,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court.  In  construing 
this  provision  in  i^i  r^  GarroWa  Will^  53  Wis.  228,  this  court 
said:  " This  discretion  seems  to  be  limited  to  allowing  or 
disallowing  to  a  party  such  costs  as  the  other  provisions  of 
the  statute  prescribe,  and  not  to  be  a  discretion  to  fix  an 
arbitrary  amount,  according  to  the  trial  judge's  notion  of 
justice  and  equity  in  the  particular  case."  This  construc- 
tion was  followed  in  Hayes  v.  Douglas  Co.  92  Wis.  429,  where 
it  was  said:  "It  was  error  to  limit  the  amount  of  costs  to 
be  recovered  to  $30.  The  court  had  exhausted  its  powers 
over  the  matter  of  costs  when  it  had  determined  that  the 
plaintiff  should  recover  them.  The  law  determines  the 
amount." 

Keferring  to  T.  T.  Raydock  G.  Go.  v.  Pier,  78  Wis.  579,  we 
find  it  stated  that  in  actions  of  this  kind  costs  are  not  limited 
to  $25,  under  sec.  2921,  R.  S.  1878,  because  they  are  not  ac- 
tions at  law  on  contract.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  the 
action  of  the  circuit  court  was  without  warrant  of  law,  and 
cannot  be  sustained. 

By  the  Gourt —  The  judgment  in  each  of  these  several  ac- 
tions is  reversed,  and  the  cases  are  remanded  with  direc- 
tions to  enter  judgments  in  favor  of  the  garnishees  for  costs 
as  originally  taxed. 


Wis.]  JANUAKY  TEEM,  1899.  387 

The  Farmers  Fire  Ina  Ca  y&  Conrad  and  another. 


The  Fakmbrs  Fieb  Insueanoe  Compact,  Plaintiff  in  error, 
vs.  CoNEAD  and  another,  Defendants  in  error. 

Fd)ruary  Bl — March  U^  1899. 
Writ  of  error:  Oamishment:  At  law  or  in  equity  f 

!•  A  writ  of  error  wiU  lie  only  after  judgment  in  an  aotion  at  law,  and 
cannot  be  used  to  review  judgments  in  equitable  actions. 

2.  A  proceeding  by  garnishment  to  reach  nonleviable  property  or  assets 
is  essentially  equitabla 

Ekeob  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Eau 
Claire  county :  W.  F.  Bailey,  Circuit  Judge.    Writ  dismiased. 

W.  S.  Oon/rad  commenced  an  action  in  the  circuit  court  for 
Eau  Claire  county  against  Thomas  F.  DowVmg^  and  sum- 
moned the  plaintiff  in  error  as  garnishee.  The  latter  had 
insured  property  belonging  to  Dowlmg^  which  had  been  de- 
stroyed by  fire,  and  Conrad  was  seeking  to  secure  payment 
of  a  debt  due  him  from  DowUng  by  the  garnishment  pro- 
ceedings. The  garnishee  answered,  denying  liability.  Issue 
thereon  was  taken,  but  it  was  finally  determined  that  the 
garnishee  was  not  liable,  and  a  stipulation  was  made  that 
the  proceedings  should  be  dismissed  with  costs.  Judgment 
of  dismissal  was  duly  entered,  and  costs  taxed  at  $48.72. 
Upon  a  motion  to  review  such  retaxation,  the  court  dis- 
allowed all  items  for  taxable  costs,  and  allowed  judgment 
to  stand  for  $8.35  disbursements.  The  garnishee  seeks  to 
review  the  action  of  the  circuit  court  by  this  writ  of  error. 

For  the  plaintiff  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  DooUtUe  dk 
Shoemaker^  and  oral  argument  by  L.  A,  DoolitUe. 

For  the  defendants  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  Geo.  G.  db 
Fred  A.  Teail^  and  oral  argument  by  Fred  A.  TeaU. 

Bardebn,  J.  Sec.  21,  art.  I,  of  the  constitution  provides 
that  "  writs  of  error  shall  never  be  prohibited  by  law."    In 
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Buttrick  v.  Roy^  72  Wis.  164:,  it  was  said  that  this  constitu- 
tional provision  renders  the  writ  inviolate,  and  preserves  it 
to  the  citizen  as  it  existed  when  the  constitution  was  adopted. 
Jackson  v.  State,  92  Wis.  422,  is  to  the  same  effect.  There  is, 
however,  no  constitutional  provision  or  statutory  enactment 
enlarging  its  scope  or  increasing  its  functions.  It  lay  then, 
as  it  only  lies  now,  after  judgment  in  any  action  at  law  in  a 
court  of  record,  to  correct  some  supposed  mistake  in  the  pro- 
ceedings or  judgment  of  the  court.  It  was  never  granted  to 
review  a  judgment  in  an  equitable  action.  Ddaplaine  v. 
Madison,  7  Wis.  407;  Howes  v.  BuckmgKam,  13  Wis.  442; 
Shannon  v.  StaU,  18  Wis.  604;  GosteUo  v.  Buck,  25  Wis.  477; 
Crocker  v.  State,  60  Wis.  553.  Sec.  3043,  Stats.  1898,  provides 
that  writs  of  error  may  issue  to  review  final  judgments  in 
actions  triable  by  jury,  except  actions  for  divorce.  Thus, 
it  will  be  seen,  both  by  statute  and  decision,  that  a  writ  of 
error  will  only  lie  after  judgment  in  an  action  at  law,  and 
cannot  be  used  to  review  judgments  in  equitable  actions. 
Therefore,  if  it  be  determined  that  this  is  an  equitable  ac- 
tion, the  writ  of  error  must  be  dismissed.  This  question  has 
been  raised  in  this  court  in  several  cases,  and  decided,  so  that 
it  becomes  unnecessary  to  discuss  it  at  this  time.  In  La 
Orosse  Nat.  Bamk  v.  Wilson,  74  Wis.  391,  the  conclusion  ar- 
rived at  is  that  a  proceeding  by  garnishment  to  reach  non- 
leviable  property  or  assets  formerly  reached  by  a  creditors' 
bill  is  essentially  equitable,  and  the  issu.es  therein  are  triable 
by  the  court.  Delaney  v.  Sartwig,  91  Wis.  412,  holds  the 
same  doctrine.  And  see  T.  T.  Hay  dock  O,  Co.  v.  Pier,  78  Wis. 
579.  There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  Conrad  was  seeking 
to  secure  what  is  termed  "  nonle viable  assets  "  in  the  hands 
of  the  plaintiff  in  error.  This  marked  the  proceeding  as  dis- 
tinctly equitable  in  its  nature,  and  hence  the  judgment  en- 
tered therein  cannot  be  reviewed  in  this  court  by  writ  of 
error.    While  no  formal  motion  to  dismiss  the  writ  has  been 


"Wis.]  JAiTOARY  TERM,  1899.  389 

Meinhold  y&  Walters  and  othera 

made,  it  being  apparent  that  the  writ  was  improvidently 
issued,  the  court  feels  bound  to  deoline  to  hear  the  case  on 
its  merits,  and  to  dismiss  the  writ. 
By  the  Court. —  So  ordered. 


MEmnoLD,  Eespondent,  vs.  Waltkhs  and  others,  imp.,  Ap- 
pellants. 

Febnuary  iS — March  14, 1899. 

Piiblie  lands:  Homestead  entry:  Mortgage  prior  to  patent 

A  mortgage  given  by  one  .who  has  entered  land  as  a  homestead  under 
the  federal  statutes  and  has  received  the  final  receiver's  receipt  or 
certificate  is  valid  as  against  the  mortgagor  and  those  claiming 
under  him,  even  though  given  prior  to  the  issue  of  the  patent,  if 
given  and  received  in  good  faith. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Clark 
county:  W.  F.  Bailey,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

For  the  appellants  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief 
of  Ghas,  F.  Grow  and  J.  R.  Stv/rdeoaM  dk  Son,  They  con- 
tended, inter  alia,  that  the  mortgage  was  void  as  against 
public  policy.  Herbert  v.  Brown,  65  Fed.  Rep.  2;  Anderson 
V.  Carlcinsy  135  U.  S.  483;  Carley  v.  OitcheU,  105  Mich.  38. 
A  mortgage  is  a  conveyance  of  an  interest  in  lands.  BoweU 
V.  Williams^  54  Wis.  636;  Mason  v.  Beach,  55  Wis.  607. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  McCausland  cfe 
Smith,  and  oral  argument  by  E.  F.  McGausl/md.  As  to  the 
validity  of  the  mortgage  they  cited  Spiess  v.  N&viherg,  71 
Wis.  279;  Paige  v.  Peters,  70  Wis.  178;  Wis.  G&nt.  P.  Go.  v. 
Price  Go.  64  Wis.  579;  FuUer  v.  Bunt,  48  Iowa,  163;  Nycum 
V.  McAUistcr,  33  Iowa,  374;  Orr  v.  StewaH,  67  Cal.  275; 
Firlcaldie  v.  Larrdhee,  31  Cal.  455 ;  Ghristy  v.  Doma,  34  Cal. 
548,  554;  S.  G.  42  Cal.  179;  StewaH  v.  Powers,  98  Cal.  514; 
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Ga/mp  V.  Orider^  62  Cal.  20;  Whitney  v,  Buckman^  13  Cal. 
636;  Tartar  V.' HaU^  Z  Cal.  263.;  Lam>g  v.  Morej/y  40  Minn, 
396;  Jones  v,  Tainter,  15  Minn.  512;  Norris  v.  Seald^  12 
Mont.  282;  Wilvox  v.  John,  21  Colo.  367;  Robhina  v.  Btmn, 
64  III.  48 ;  SJcinner  v.  lieynich^  10  Neb.  323 ;  Jones  v.  Yoak^tm^ 
6  Neb.  265;  Cheneyo.  White^  5  Neb.  261;  Larson  v.  Weis- 
becker^  1  Land  Deo.  Dept.  Int.  422;  Appeal  of  Boy^  6  id. 
340;  Halmg  v,  Eddy^  9  id.  337;  Yoimg  v.  Arnold^  5  id.  701; 
WUliam  E.  Ray,  6  id.  340;  MudgeU  v.  D.  &  S.  0.  R.  Co. 
8  id.  243;  Alonzo  TF.  Graves,  11  id.  283;  Murdoch  v.  Fergu- 
son,  13  id.  198;  Wright  v.  Sliumway,  1  Biss.  23;  Hastings  cfc 
i>.  R.  Co,  V.  Whitney,  132  U.  S.  357,  361 ;  Cornelius  v.  Kessel, 
128  U.  S.  456,  460;  Wis.  Cerd.  R.  Co.  v.  Price  Co.  133  U.  S. 
496;  Myers  v.  Croft,  13  Wall.  291;  FrencKs  Lessee  'O.  Spen- 
cer, 21  How.  228;  ThredgiUv.  Pirvta/rd,  12  How.  24;  Landes 
V.  Brant,  10  How.  348;  Hughes  v.  U.  S.  4  Wall.  232. 

Cassodat,  C.  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of 
foreclosure  and  sale  in  an  action  commenced  April  13, 1895, 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  bearing  date  September  8, 1873,  ex- 
ecuted by  A.  W.  Raymond  and  wife  to  J.  C.  Gwin  &  Co., 
to  secure  $800,  and  which  mortgage  was  assigned  to  the 
plaintiff  October  10, 1874.  Issue  being  joined  and  trial  had, 
the  parties  stipulated  the  facts  or  the  court  found  them  to 
be,  in  effect,  that  May  18, 1869,  one  A.  W.  Raymond,  the 
mortgagor,  made  application  to  enter  the  lands  described 
as  a  homestead,  pursuant  to  the  acts  of  Congress  then  in 
force ;  that  March  6, 1871,  he  made,  executed,  and  delivered 
to  one  Stafford  a  quitclaim  deed  of  all  the  pine  timber  on 
the  lands  described,  and  that  deed  was  recorded  March  7, 
1871;  that  March  27,  1873,  the  final  receiver's  certificate  or 
receipt  was  issued  to  A.  W.  Raymond  for  such  lands,  and 
such  receipt  was  recorded  October  23,  1873;  that  March 
22,  1875,  such  certificate  or  receipt  was  set  aside  and  de- 
clared void  by  the  commissioner  of  the  general  land  office  of 
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the  United  States;  that  April  27, 18Y5,  another  receiver's  cer- 
tificate or  final  receipt  was  issued  to  him  in  lieu  of  the  one  so 
set  aside,  and  the  same  was  duly  recorded  May  10, 1875; 
that  May  7, 1875,  the  mortgagor  and  wife,  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, conveyed  a  part  of  the  lands  described  to  J.  C. 
Gwin  &  Co.,  by  warranty  deed,  which  was  duly  recorded 
May  10,  1875;  that  May  7,  1875,  that  firm  conveyed  the 
pine  timber  on  another  part  of  the  land  described  to  Hunt- 
zicker  by  quitclaim  deed,  which  was  recorded  June  2, 1875 ; 
that  the  members  of  the  firm  and  their  wives  also  conveyed 
the  lands,  excepting  the  pine  timber,  to  Huntzicker,  by  war- 
ranty deed.  May  29, 1875,  which  was  duly  recorded,  June  2, 
1875 ;  that  July  30, 1875,  a  patent  was  issued  by  the  United 
States  to  A.  W,  Raymond,  covering  the  lands  described ;  that 
subsequently  the  defendants,  respectively,  acquired  some 
right,  title,  or  interest  in  such  lands  or  some  portion  thereof, 
so  as  to  be  properly  made  defendants  herein ;  that  there  is 
no  evidence  that  J.  C.  Gwin  &  Co.  or  the  plaintiff  had  any 
knowledge  of  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  quitclaim 
deed  of  March  6, 1871 ;  that,  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was 
executed  and  delivered,  J.  C.  Gwin  &  Co.  had  no  knowledge 
of  any  infirmity  or  alleged  infirmity  in  the  title  to  the  lands 
described;  that,  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was  assigned,  the 
plaintiff  herein  had  no  knowledge  of  any  infirmity  in  the 
title ;  that  J.  C.  Gwin  &  Co.  took  the  mortgage  in  good 
faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration;  that  the  plaintiff 
was  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  in  good  faith, 
of  the  note  and  mortgage ;  that  A.  W.  Eaymond  was  en- 
listed in  the  service  of  the  United  States  as  a  soldier  of  the 
war  of  the  Eebellion  between  1861  and  1865;  that  all  of  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint  and  reply  are  true ;  that  all  of 
the  allegations  of  the  answers  and  counterclaim  are  untrue ; 
that  there  was  due  at  the  date  of  the  findings  $1,455.78 ;  also 
$50  as  solicitor's  fee,  which  was  therein  determined  to  be  a 

reasonable  fee  in  such  a  case. 

1 
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As  conclusions  of  law  the  court  found,  in  eflfeot,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  usual  judgment  of  foreclosure 
and  sale ;  and  from  the  judgment  entered  thereon  accord- 
ingly three  of  the  defendants  appeal. 

The  only  question  presented  in  this  case  is  whether  the 
mortgage  is  valid  as  against  the  mortgagor  and  those  claim- 
ing under  him,  or  void  because  it  was  executed  prior  to  the 
time  when  the  mortgagor  obtained  his  patent.  The  question 
must  be  resolved  according  to  the  federal  statutes  as  con- 
strued by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States.  Paige  v. 
Peters,  70  Wis.  182;  Wis.  Gent.  B.  Co.  v.  Wis.  River  L.  Co. 
71  Wis.  99;  WhiMey  v.  Detroit  L.  Co.  78  Wis.  246;  MiOer  v. 
Donahice,  96  Wis.  508.  Such  statutes  required  the  person 
making  such  homestead  entry,  after  the  expiration  of  five 
years  from  the  time  of  making  such  entry,  to  make  proof 
that  he  had  resided  upon  or  cultivated  the  premises  for  the 
term  of  five  years  immediately  succeeding  the  time  of  filing 
the  affidavit  of  such  entry,  and  also  to  make  an  affidavit  that 
no  part  of  such  land  had  been  alienated,  except  as  therein 
provided.  E.  S.  of  TJ.  S.  sec.  2291.  The  exception  thus  men- 
tioned relates  to  transfers  for  church,  cemetery,  school,  or 
railroad  purposes.  R  S.  of  U.  S.  sec.  2288.  Such  statutes 
also  provide,  in  effect,  that  no  lands  acquired  for  such  home- 
stead should  '^  in  any  event  become  liable  to  the  satisfaction 
of  any  debt  contracted  prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  patent 
therefor."    E.  S.  of  TJ.  S.  sec.  2296. 

This  court  has  held  that  one  who  has  placed  machinery 
upon  land  which  the  purchaser  of  the  machinery  has  entered 
as  a  homestead,  but  for  which  he  has  obtained  no  patent, 
cannot  enforce  a  lien  upon  the  land  for  the  payment  of  the 
machinery.  Paige  v.  Peters,  70  Wis.  178.  Subsequently, 
this  court  held  that  a  person  having  made  such  homestead 
entry  might  give  a  valid  mortgage  thereon  prior  to  obtain- 
ing his  patent.  Spiess  v.  Neuherg,  71  Wis.  279.  In  reach- 
ing such  conclusion,  this  court  followed  the  prior  adjudica- 
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tions  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  upon  the 
subject  there  cited.  In  one  of  these  adjudications  it  was  said 
not  to  have  been  the  purpose  of  Congress  to  make  the  lands 
themselves  inalienable  until  the  patent  should  be  granted, 
and  in  another  it  was  expressly  held  that,  "  unless  forbidden 
by  some  positive  law,  contracts  made  by  actual  settlers  on 
the  public  lands  concerning  their  possessory  rights,  and  con- 
cerning the  title  to  be  acquired  in  future  from  the  United 
States,  are  valid  as  between  the  parties  to  the  contract,  though 
there  be  at  the  time  no  act  of  Congress  by  which  the  title 
may  be  acquired,  and  though  the  government  is  under  no 
obligation  to  either  of  the  parties  in  regard  to  the  title."  71 
Wis.  286,  citing  Larnih  v.  Damenport^  18  Wall.  307. 

It  is  contended  that  such  cases  have  since  been  practically 
overruled  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States.  In 
the  case  particularly  relied  upon  it  was  held  that  "  a  con- 
tract by  a  homesteader  to  convey  a  portion  of  the  tract  when 
he  shall  acquire  title  from  the  United  States  is  against  pub- 
lic policy  and  void;  and  it  cannot  be  enforced,  although  a 
valuable  consideration  may  have  passed  to  the  homesteader 
from  the  other  party."  Anderson  v.  Carhins^  135  U.  S.  483. 
That  was  an  action  for  specific  performance  of  a  contract 
entered  into  prior  to  the  entry  of  the  land,  and  hence,  in 
our  judgment,  has  no  application  to  the  case  at  bar.  In 
a  quite  recent  case  it  has  been  held  by  that  court  that  "  in 
holding  that,  as  between  the  United  States  and  a  homestead 
settler,  the  land  is  to  be  deemed  the  property  of  the  former, 
at  least  so  far  as  is  necessary  to  protect  it  from  waste,  the 
court  is  not  to  be  understood  as  expressing  an  opinion 
whether,  as  between  the  settler  and  the  state,  it  may  not  be 
deemed  to  be  the  property  of  the  settler,  and  therefore  sub- 
ject to  taxation."  Shiver  v.  U,  S.  159  U.  S.  492.  In  a  still 
more  recent  case  it  is  held  that,  "  as  between  the  govern- 
ment and  the  settler,  the  title  to  public  land,  until  the  con- 
ditions of  the  law  are  fulfilled,  remains  in  the  United  States, 
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but  in  the  meantime,  if  the  settler  is  engaged  in  improving 
the  land  as  required  by  law,  and  disposes  of  any  surplus 
timber  without  intent  to  defraud  the  government,  and  the 
purchaser  buys  the  timber  under  the  belief  that  there  is  no 
intent  or  purpose  to  defraud  the  government,  the  sale  is 
lawful,  and  the  purchaser  is  protected."  Stone  v.  U.  8. 167 
U.  S.  178.  The  receiver's  receipt  was  ^s{JiflLc\Qiit  prima  facie 
proof  of  the  homestead  entry  in  the  land  office.  Whittaher 
V.  Pendolay  78  Cal.  296.  In  the  case  ^t  bar,  the  "  final  re- 
ceiver's receipt "  or  certificate  was  obtained  more  than  five 
months  prior^to  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  and  although 
that  receipt  or  certificate  was  set  aside  by  the  commissioner 
March  22, 1875,  yet  another  was  issued  in  lieu  of  it  April  27, 
1875,  and  about  three  months  afterwards  a  patent  was  issued 
thereon  to  the  man  who  executed  the  mortgage.  The  court 
found  that  the  mortgage  was  given  and  received  in  good 
faith,  and  such  findings  appear  to  be  supported  by  the 
record. 

JBy  the  Ocmrt. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


102        394       Davis,  Receiver,  Appellant,  vs.  The  Piokeeb  FuBNinmB  Oom- 
115        *406  PANT,  Eespondent. 

F^ruary  SB-^Marcli  U,  1899. 

Fire  insurance:  Premium  notes:  Defenses  of  m^ker:  Breaches  of  con- 
ditions: Use  of  prohibited  article  necessary  in  biuiness:  Uncondi- 
tiondl  and  sole  oumership. 

1.  In  an  action  upon  a  premium  note  given  in  consideration  of  a  policy 
of  insurance,  the  insured  cannot  defeat  a  recovery  on  the  ground 
that  conditions  in  the  policy  respecting  the  ownership  of  the  prem- 
ises and  the  use  of  benzine  thereon  had  been  broken,  unless  the 
breaches  would  have  defeated  a  recovery  on  the  policy  in  case  of 
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2,  A  policy  insuring  buildings  as  a  furniture  factory,  though  contain- 
ing a  condition  avoiding  it  in  case  benzine  be  kept,  used,  or  allowed 
on  the  premises,  is  not  vitiated  by  such  keeping  and  use  of  benzine 
on  the  premises  as  is  customary  and  necessary  in  manufacturing 
furniture. 

S,  The  owner  of  an  estate  in  fee  upon  condition  subsequent  was  in  pos- 
session with  no  condition  broken,  and  there  had  also  been  deposited 
in  escrow  an  absolute  deed  in  fee  simple  to  be  delivered  upon  per- 
formance of  the  condition.  Hddf  that  he  was  the  sole  and  uncon- 
ditional owner  of  the  property  within  the  meaning  of  a  condition 
in  a  policy  of  insurance  avoiding  it  in  case  the  insured  was  not  the 
sole  and  unconditional  owner. 


Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Eau 
Claire  county:  W.  F.  Bailey,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed, 

The  plaintiff  sued,  as  receiver  of  the  Oshkosh  Mutual  Fire 
Insurance  Company,  to  recover  on  a  premium  note  given  by 
the  defendant  July  1, 1889.  The  defendant  answered,  al- 
leging, in  substance,  that  the  note  was  void  on  account  of  a 
provision  in  the  policy  that  the  policy  should  be  void  if  the 
defendant  was  not  the  sole  and  unconditional  owner  of 
property,  or  if  there  were  kept,  used,  or  allowed  on  the  prem- 
ises certain  explosives,  including  benzine ;  that  both  of  these 
conditions  had  been  broken ;  and  that  the  premium  note  was 
therefore  without  consideration. 

It  appeared  on  the  trial  that  the  insured  buildings  were  a 
large  furniture  factory,  and  that  the  defendant's  title  at  the 
time  of  the  issuance  of  the  policy  consisted  of  a  conditional 
deed,  dated  January  6, 1888,  the  conditions  being  that  the  de- 
fendant was  to  erect  a  furniture  factory  of  a  certain  size,  ami 
to  operate  the  same  continuously  for  five  years,  with  a  cer- 
tain number  of  workmen,  or  to  pay  the  grantor  $10,000,  and, 
in  case  of  default  of  both  of  these  conditions,  the  property 
to  revert  to  the  grantor.  An  absolute  deed  was  executed 
at  the  same  time  and  placed  in  escrow  under  a  written  con- 
tract providing  for  its  delivery  at  the  end  of  five  years  in 
case  all  the  conditions  under  the  other  deed  were  complied 
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with.  This  absolute  deed  was  afterwards  delivered,  in  Au- 
gust, 1893.  The  plaintiff  was  appointed  receiver  of  the  in- 
surance company  in  November,  1889.  At  all  times  during 
the  continuance  of  the  policy  the  defendant  kept  benzine 
on  the  premises  for  use  in  the  manufacture  of  furniture. 

At  the  close  of  the  evidence  the  court,  being  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  case  only  presented  questions  of  law,  directed 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
and  afterwards,  being  of  the  opinion  that  the  undisputed 
facts  entitled  the  defendant  to  judgment,  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict and  rendered  judgment  for  the  defendant. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Ba/rhers  <&  Beg- 
linger^  and  oral  argument  by  Fred  Beglinger.  They  con- 
tended, inter  aUa^  that  only  the  insurer  could  take  advan- 
tage of  the  alleged  forfeitures.  Miner  v,  Phomix  Ins,  Go, 
21  Wis.  693;  Webster  v.  Phomix  Ins.  Go.  36  Wis.  67;  Vide 
V.  Germania  K  Ins.  Go,  26  Iowa,  9;  Gans  v.  St.  Paul  F,  & 
M.  Ins,  Go.  43  Wis.  108;  Appleton  I.  Go.  v.  British  Am, 
Ass,  Go.  46  Wis.  83 ;  Gannon  v.  Some  Ins.  Go,  53  Wis. 
585;  Titus  v,  Qlens  FaUs  Ins,  Go.  81  N.  Y.  410;  Benier  v. 
Dwelling  House  Ins,  Go.  74  Wis.  89 ;  Basmusen  v.  N,  Y,  L, 
Ins,  Go,  91  Wis.  81 ;  SchvUz  v,  Galedoniam,  Ins.  Go.  94  Wis. 
42 ;  Osterloh  v.  New  Denmark  M.  H,  F.  Ins.  Go.  60  Wis.  126 ; 
Bourgeois  v.  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Go.  86  Wis.  402.  The  printed 
part  of  the  policy  in  this  case  must  give  way  to  that  which  is 
written,  because  the  two  are  in  conflict.  Hall  v.  Ins.  Go.  of 
N.  A,  58  N.  Y.  292;  Harj>er  v,  Albany  M,  Ins.  Co,  17  N.  Y. 
194;  Bryant  v.  Poughheepsie  M,  Ins,  Go,  17  N.  Y.  200; 
Harper  v,  N.  T.  G.  Ins,  Go,  22  N.  Y.  441 ;  Steinbach  v.  La 
FayetU  F,  Ins,  Go,  54  N.  Y.  90;  Pinda/r  v.  Fings  Go,  F, 
Ins.  Co,  36  N.  Y.  648 ;  WaU  v,  Howard  Ins.  Go.  14  Barb.  383 ; 
Moore  v,  Prot^tion  Ins.  Go.  29  Me.  97;  JTiagara  F.  Ins.  Go. 
V.  De  Graff,  12  Mich.  124;  Stout  v,  Comm-ercial  C  Ass.  Co. 
11  Biss.  309 ;  Whitm/irsh  v,  Conway  F,  Ins,  Go,  16  Gray,  359 ; 
Archer  v.  Merchants^  <&  M,  Ins,  Go,  43  Mo.  434;  Citizens^ 
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Ina.  Co,  V.  McLaughlin^  53  Pa,  St.  485 ;  Oirard  F.  c&  M,  Ins. 
Go,  V.  Stephenson,  37  Pa.  St.  293. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Wickham  <&  Fa/rr, 
and  oral  argument  by  James  Wickham.  They  contended, 
inter  alia,  that  the  title  of  the  insured  was  such  that  he  could 
not  have  recovered  in  case  of  loss,  Oettelm^n  v.  Commercial 
U.  Ass.  Co.  97  Wis.  237;  Wilcox  v.  Contvnental  Ins.  Co.  85 
Wis.  193;  McFet/ridge  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  84  Wis.  200;  Waller 
V.  Northern  Ass.  Go.  2  McCrary,  637;  Dams  v.  Iowa  S. 
Ins.  Co.  67  Iowa,  494;  Dwelling  House  Ins.  Co.  v.  Raynolds, 
41  m.  App.  427;  Clay  F.  db  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Huron  S.  db  L. 
M.  Go.  31  Mich.  346 ;  McCormicJc  v.  Springfield  F.  <6  M.  Ins. 
Co.  66  Cal.  361 ;  Cuthbertson  v.  If.  C.  H  Ins.  Go.  96  K  0, 
480;  Wimdand  v.  Security  Ins.  Co.  53  Md,  276. 

WmsLow,  J.  If  the  defendant,  in  case  of  fire,  could  have 
recovered  upon  the  policy  of  insurance,  notwithstanding 
the  use  of  benzine  upon  the  premises  and  notwithstanding 
the  condition  of  the  title,  then  the  defense  to  the  note  must 
fail. 

As  to  the  use  of  benzine  upon  the  premises,  there  can  be  little 
doubt  that  the  policy  was  not  vitiated  thereby.  The  property 
was  a  large  furniture  factory,  known  to  be  such,  insured  as 
such,  and  expected  to  be  used  as  such.  The  evidence  shows 
that  there  were  a  few  barrels  of  benzine  kept  on  the  premises 
at  all  times;  that  it  was  used  in  finishing  the  furniture  manu- 
factured on  the  premises.  There  is  nothing  to  show  that 
any  more  was  kept  than  was  reasonably  necessary  to  oper- 
ate properly  a  factory  of  this  capacity.  In  the  case  of  Faust 
V.  Am.  F.  Ins.  Go.  91  Wis.  158,  it  was  held  that  where  a  con- 
tract  of  insurance,  by  the  written  portion,  covers  property 
to  be  used  in  conducting  a  particular  business,  the  keeping 
of  an  article  necessarily  used  in  such  business  will  not  avoid 
the  policy,  even  though  expressly  prohibited  in  the  printed 
conditions  of  the  policy.    That  was  a  case  where  benzine 
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was  kept  for  use  in  a  furniture  repair  shop,  and  it  was  shown 
to  be  customarily  and  necessarily  used  in  such  business. 

In  the  present  case  the  burden  was  on  the  defendant  to 
show  that  a  condition  of  things  existed  which  avoided  the 
policy.  This  burden  was  not  discharged  by  showing  that 
benzine  was  used  on  the  premises  in  manidfacturing  furni- 
ture in  the  usual  and  ordinary  way,  because  the  policy  con- 
templated the  manufacture  of  furniture  and  the  use  of  such 
materials  as  are  customarily  used  for  such  purpose;  but  it 
must  further  be  shown  that  it  was  kept  in  unnecessarily 
large  quantities,  or  for  purposes  not  contemplated  by  the 
policy.  Neither  of  these  facts  appears  in  the  present  case, 
and  hence  no  breach  of  the  condition  was  shown. 

The  defendant's  title  was  an  estate  in  fee  upon  condition 
subsequent.  It  was  in  possession  with  no  condition  broken, 
and  if  it  performed  the  prescribed  conditions  as  to  operation 
of  the  factory  for  five  years,  or  in  lieu  thereof  paid  the 
grantor  $10,000  in  money,  then  its  conditional  fee  became  a 
fee  simple;  but,  if  it  failed  in  both  particulars,  the  title  re- 
verted to  the  grantor.  Furthermore,  an  absolute  deed  in 
fee  simple  of  the  property,  running  to  the  defendant,  was 
held  by  the  Chippewa  Valley  Bank,  in  escrow,  under  a  writ- 
ten, sealed  agreement,  by  the  terms  of  which  the  same  was 
to  be  delivered  to  the  defendant  upon  performance  of  the 
conditions  named  in  the  first  deed.  The  question  is  whether 
this  constitutes  an  "unconditional  and  sole  ownership,'* 
within  the  meaning  of  the  policy.  In  Johcmnea  v.  Stcmdard 
Fire  Office^  70  Wis.  196,  a  person  in  possession  of  land  under 
a  contract  of  purchase,  who  was  not  in  default,  but  had  only 
paid  part  of  the  purchase  money,  was  held  to  be  the  sole, 
equitable  owner;  and  it  was  held  that  his  title  was  sole  and 
unconditional  for  all  purposes  of  insurance.  If  such  owner- 
ship satisfies  the  condition  as  to  unconditional  and  sole 
ownership,  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  the  defendant's  title 
here  did  not  satisfy  the  condition.     In  addition  to  its  deed 
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upon  condition  subsequent,  it  had,  in  effect,  a  land  contract 
with  the  original  owner,  entitling  it  to  an  absolute  deed  in 
fee  upon  performance  of  the  conditions  or  payment  of 
$10,000;  thus  fulfilling  all  the  conditions  present  in  the  Jo- 
hannes  Case.  Furthermore,  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the 
policy  and  of  the  application  that  the  defendant's  title  was 
in  some  way  made  security  for  the  performance  of  the  con- 
ditions of  a  contract  to  employ  a  certain  amount  of  labor  for 
five  years.  It  is  true  that  it  is  stated  that  the  contract  is 
secured  by  a  conditional  mortgage  on  the  property,  and  that 
this  is  not  a  correct  description  of  the  security;  but  the  fact 
important  for  the  insurer  to  know  is  that  the  defendant's 
title  is  in  some  effective  way  pledged  or  bound  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  labor  contract,  and  of  that  fact  the  insurer 
had  knowledge,  though  the  knowledge  was  inaccurate  as  to 
the  exact  form  which  the  security  took.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, we  think  the  insurance  company  could  not  have 
defended  against  a  claim  for  loss  under  the  policy  on  the 
ground  that  defendant  did  not  have  the  sole  and  uncondi- 
tional ownership. 

These  are  the  only  contentions  made  by  the  answer  which 
are  insisted  on  in  this  court;  and  it  follows  that  judgment 
should  have  been  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  ver- 
dict. This  case  presented  no  material  disputed  questions  of 
fact,  but  only  questions  of  law;  hence  it  was  a  proper  case 
for  the  rendition  of  a  verdict  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the 
court.  Stats.  1898,  sec.  2857.  In  such  a  case  the  only  ques- 
tion is  which  party  is  entitled  to  final  judgment' upon  the 
uncontro verted  facts,  without  regard  to  the  verdict.  Durant 
i;.  Ahendrothy  69  N.  T.  148.  The  court  below  should  have 
directed  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

By  the  Court —  Judgment  reversed,  and  action  remanded 
with  directions  to  render  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 
amount  demanded  in  the  complaint. 
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iS  So        Ellis,  Respondent,  vs.  Southwestebn  Land  Oompajstt,  imp., 

Appellant. 

February  !f£^  March  I4, 1899. 

EJguiiy:  Reformation  of  deed:  Mistake:  Laches:  Tnists  and  trustees:  Ad- 
verse possession. 

"L  Mere  delay,  short  of  the  statutory  period  of  limitation,  in  bringing 
an  action  to  reform  a  deed  does  not  preclude  the  granting  of  such 
relief,  where  the  action  is  brought  soon  after  the  discovery  of  the 
mistake  on  which  it  is  bcused,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  other 
party  has  been  prejudiced  by  the  delay. 

2.  The  possession  of  land  by  a  trustee  is  the  possession  of  the  cestui  que 
trust  and  will  not,  however  long  continued,  ripen  into  title  in  the 
trustee. 

&  By  mistake  the  land  in  question,  the  title  to  which  was  held  in  trust, 
was  conveyed  by  the  trustee  with  other  lauds  to  a  corporation  of 
which  he  was  president  and  manager,  conducting  its  business  and 
his  own  as  if  they  were  ona  When  he  afterwards  withdrew  from 
the  corporation  he  conveyed  to  it  all  his  property  of  every  kind  in 
oonsideration  of  its  assuming  certain  indebtedness.  Thereafter  the 
corporation  delivered  to  him  a  lease  of  the  land  in  question  which 
had  been  executed  by  it  as  lessor,  with  intent  to  relinquish  any 
daim  to  the  property.  The  mistake  had  not  then  been  discovered, 
and  both  parties  supposed  the  legal  title  to  this  land  was  still  in 
the  trustee.  Hdd,  in  an  action  by  the  cestui  que  trust  to  correct 
the  mistake  by  reformation  of  the  original  deed  to  the  corporation, 
that  the  latter  was  not  entitled,  as  a  condition  of  a  recovery,  to 
have  the  cestui  que  trust  pay  to  it  the  sum,  if  any,  which  he  owed 
the  trustee  on  account  of  the  land. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Eau  Claire 
county:  W.  F.  Bailey,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

Action  to  reform  a  deed  of  real  estate  and  recover  posses- 
sion of  lands  alleged  to  have  been,  by  mistake.  Included 
therein  and  recover  the  rents  and  profits  received  by  the 
grantee.  The  complaint  stated  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action  of  the  character  indicated.  The  material 
facts  were  put  in  issue  by  the  answer.    In  support  of  the 
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complaint  the  evidence  established  without  controversy,  or 
tended  to  establish,  the  following  facts: 

Plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  was  an  old  man  about 
eighty  years  of  age.  He  was  uneducated,  a  farmer  by  occu- 
pation, and  had  resided  on  a  farm  some  sixteen  miles  from 
the  city  of  Eau  Claire  for  forty  years.  Defendant  J.  F.  Ellis 
was  a  lawyer,  real-estate  dealer,  and  loan  agent,  doing  busi- 
ness as  such  in  the  city  of  Eau  Claire,  and  had  been  so  en- 
gaged since  prior  to  1876.  He  did  most  of  his  father's 
business  during  most  of  the  time  mentioned,  and  took  title 
to  himself  of  considerable  real  estate,  which  he  and  his 
father  testified  on  the  trial  belonged  to  the  latter.  In  18Y6 
an  agreement  was  entered  into,  partly  by  the  father  and 
partly  by  the  son  in  the  father's  behalf,  to  purchase  of  a 
Mrs.  Cook  the  property  in  question  in  this  case,  which  agree- 
ment was  consummated  by  the  son  conveying  to  Mrs.  Cook 
eighty  acres  of  land  the  title  of  which  was  in  his  name  but 
which  was  considered  the  property  of  the  father,  and  by 
Mrs.  Cook  conveying  the  property  in  question  to  defendant 
Ellis  subject  to  a  mortgage  of  $600.  There  was  an  agree- 
ment between  the  father  and  son  that  the  latter  should  pay 
off  the  mortgage  and  reimburse  himself  therefor  out  of  the 
income  of  the  property,  and  the  title  was  taken  from  Mrs. 
Cook  pursuant  to  that  agreement.  The  title  to  the  property 
remained  in  the  name  of  defendant  Ellis  till  February  10, 
1887,  during  which  time  it  yielded  a  considerable  income 
each  year,  all  of  which  was  received  by  said  Ellis. 

In  1885  defendant  Ellis  had  considerable  real  estate, 
which  he  had  accumulated  in  the  course  of  his  real-estate 
business,  and  he  employed  one  Allen  to  assist  him  in  con- 
ducting his  business,  agreeing  to  give  Allen  a  one-third  in- 
terest in  the  property  for  five  years'  services.  Thereafter, 
up  to  February  10,  1887,  Allen  worked  for  Ellis,  during 
which  time  the  property  in  question  was  handled  in  the  of- 
fice, the  taxes  paid  thereon  and  rents  collected,  the  same  as 

Vol*  102—26 
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on  other  real  estate  the  title  to  which  was  in  the  name  of 
Ellis,  but  there  was  some  talk  between  Ellis  and  Allen, 
during  that  period,  indicating  that  the  property  in  question 
belonged  to  plaintiff.  About  February  10, 1887,  an  agree- 
ment was  made  between  defendant  Ellis  and  Allen,  to  the 
effect  that  the  business  that  they  were  conducting,  and  the 
property  in  such  business,  should  be  put  into  a  corporation 
and  the  stock  taken  by  the  two,  except  such  as  might  be 
necessary  to  enable  them  to  complete  the  corporate  organi- 
zation. The  defendant  Southwestern  Zand  Company  was  or- 
ganized accordingly,  defendant  Ellis  subscribing  for  two 
thirds  and  Allen  for  one  third  of  the  stock.  To  complete 
the  scheme,  intending  to  convey  to  the  corporation  the  real 
estate  which  had  been  acquired  in  the  real-estate  business  as 
aforesaid,  and  in  which  Allen  was  entitled  to  an  interest, 
Ellis  made  a  deed  of  the  same  to  the  corporation,  the  con- 
sideration named  in  the  deed  being  $18,000.  The  real  estate 
in  question  was  conveyed  by  such  deed. 

Defendant  Ellis,  from  the  time  of  the  organization  of  the 
corporation  till  he  sold  out  in  1893,  as  hereinafter  mentioned, 
was  its  president,  treasurer,  and  one  of  its  board  of  directors, 
and  controlled  its  business  and  handled  all  the  property 
owned  by  the  corporation,  very  much  the  same  as  before  the 
conveyance  heretofore  mentioned  was  made.  All  the  income 
from  the  business,  and  the  income  from  business  conducted 
by  Ellis  outside  the  corporation,  went  into  a  common  fund, 
which  was  deposited  in  Ellis's  name.  Out  of  that  fund  Ellis 
took  money  as  he  needed  it,  and  all  of  the  expenses  of  the 
corporation,  including  taxes  upon  its  lands,  were  paid  out  of 
it  by  Ellis's  personal  checks.  The  business  of  the  corpora- 
tion was  so  conducted  that  it  and  J.  F.  Ellis  were  practically 
one.  "When  the  deed  was  made  to  the  corporation  it  was 
pursuant  to  an  offer  made  by  J.  F.  Ellis  to  J.  F.  Ellis  as  presi- 
dent of  the  corporation.  The  whole  affair  was  handled  by 
him  on  both  sides  in  making  the  agreement  and  in  consum- 
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mating  it  by  the  conveyance  to  the  corporation.  The  income 
from  the  property  in  question  was  collected,  sometimes  by 
Ellis  and  sometimes  by  Allen,  and  uniformly  went  into  the 
common  fund  in  the  hands  of  Ellis.  Some  written  leases 
were  made  of  the  property,  all  of  which  were  made  by  the 
corporation  as  lessor.  The  property  was  twice  mortgaged 
by  Ellis  and  his  wife  to  secure  his  individual  debts  while 
the  title  was  in  the  corporation,  Allen  on  one  of  the  occa- 
sions knowing  the  facts  and  as  notary  taking  the  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  mortgage. 

In  September,  1893,  Ellis  severed  his  connection  with  the 
corporation  and  conveyed  to  it  all  his  property  of  every 
name  and  nature  in  consideration  of  the  corporation  agree- 
ing to  pay  certain  indebtedness  for  which  he  was  liable. 
Thereafter,  up  to  March,  1894,  Ellis  remained  in  the  oflBce 
of  the  corporation  as  before,  and  the  corporation  continued 
to  collect  the  rent  on  the  property  in  question.  In  March 
aforesaid,  Ellis  vacated  the  office  of  the  corporation,  about 
which  time  Allen,  as  manager,  handed  to  Ellis  the  lease  of 
the  disputed  property.  The  circumstances  attending  the  de- 
livery of  the  lease  to  Ellis  were  controverted  on  the  evidence. 
Ellis  testified  that  Allen  handed  him  the  lease,  stating  that 
the  property  did  not  belong  to  the  corporation.  Allen  said 
that  the  lease  was  delivered  to  Mr.  Ellis  as  the  result  of  a 
determination  by  the  corporation  to  make  some  provision 
for  Mrs.  Ellis,  who  was  his  sister;  that  such  determination 
was  to  turn  the  property  over  to  Mrs.  Ellis,  and  that  he  so 
stated  to  the  defendant  Ellis  at  the  time  the  lease  was  de- 
livered. He  testified,  however,  that  at  the  time  of  such 
delivery  Ellis  stated  that  the  property  belonged  to  his  father. 
For  a  year  or  two  after  the  lease  was  delivered  as  aforesaid 
Ellis  collected  the  rent,  and  during  the  same  time  twice  re- 
newed the  lease  in  the  nam6  of  J.  F.  Ellis,  agent,  as  lessor. 
After  the  rent  had  been  collected  by  Ellis  as  stated,  the 
officers  of  the  corporation,  becoming  offended  because  of 
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Ellis's  conduct  in  stimulating  litigation  against  it,  repudi- 
ated their  determination  to  allow  Mrs.  Ellis  to  have  the  prop- 
erty, and  demanded  of  the  tenant  in  possession  to  attorn  to 
the  corporation,  which  was  done.  This  action  was  soon  there- 
after commenced,  plaintiff  claiming  that  he  did  not  know 
till  about  the  time  of  such  commencement  that  the  title  to 
the  property  was  in  the  corporation. 

Defendant  Ellis  testified  on  the  trial  that  he  was  ignorant 
of  the  condition  of  the  title  till  shortly  before  the  action 
was  commenced,  that  it  was  never  intended  by  him  to  con- 
vey the  property  to  the  corporation,  and  that  he  did  not 
know  that  it  was  included  in  the  conveyance.  The  court 
found  the  facts  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing,  and  that 
the  property,  from  the  time  it  was  purchased  from  Mrs. 
Cook  in  1876,  was  in  fact  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  but 
was  held  in  trust  by  the  defendant  Ellis  to  secure  him  for 
advances  made  to  pay  off  the  $600  mortgage;  that  the  ad- 
vances therefor  had  been  returned  to  Ellis  out  of  the  income 
of  the  property,  and  that  plaintiff  was  entitled,  as  against 
defendant  Ellis,  to  a  conveyance  of  the  property  to  him ; 
that  the  property  was  conveyed  to  the  corporation  by  mis- 
take and  that  such  mistake  was  not  discovered  till  shortly 
before  this  action  was  commenced;  that  the  corporation  re- 
ceived and  retained  the  following  income  from  the  property: 
August  1, 1891,  to  April  1,  1893,  $181;  April  1,  1893,  to 
April  1, 1895,  $95;  November  1, 1895,  to  March  22, 1897, 
$124.  The  evidence  showed  that  the  corporation  paid  the 
taxes  of  1896  at  $19.25.  Whether  this  amount  was  credited  to 
the  corporation  in  the  accounting  does  not  definitely  appear. 

Judgment  was  awarded  according  to  the  prayer  of  the 
complaint,  for  a  conveyance  of  the  property  to  plaintiff; 
also  for  a  recovery  by  plaintiff  of  the  corporation  of  $404  as 
income  received  by  it,  with  interest  on  such  amount  from 
the  time  received,  according  to  the  findings.  Judgment  was 
entered  accordingly. 
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For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Wickkam  &  Fa/rr^ 
and  oral  argument  by  Jcmiea  WicTcham.  They  contended, 
vrUer  alia^  that  the  laches  of  plaintiff  was  conclusive  against 
his  right  to  recover.  Sable  v,  Moloney y  48  "Wis.  33;  Sheldon 
V.  JRocJcwelly  9  Wis.  158;  Koliter  v.  Albrecht^  82  Wis.  58; 
Holden  v.  Meadows^  31  Wis.  284;  Comia  v.  Scott,  76  Wis. 
662 ;  22  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  1043 ;  Hizmmond  v.  JSop- 
kins,  143  U.  S.  224;  WiUardv.Wood,  164  U.  S.  502;  Galli' 
her  V.  OadweU,  145  U.  S.  368;  Perm  M.  Z.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Austin, 
168  TJ.  S.  685.  The  alleged  agreement  between  father  and 
son  was  void  under  the  statute  of  frauds  and  under  the 
statute  of  uses  and  trusts.  Skinner  v.  James,  69  Wis.  606 ; 
GaUagher  v,  Gallagher,  89  Wis.  461 ;  Campbell  v.  Campbell, 
70  Wis.  311;  KrousTcop  v.  KvousTcop,  95  Wis.  296;  Caprez  v. 
Trover,  96.111.  456;  Stephenson  v.  Thompson,  13  111.  186; 
Dickinson  v.  Davis,  80  Am.  Dec.  202. 

Frederick  A.  TeaU,  for  the  respondent 

Marshall,  J.  The  assignments  of  error  go  mainly  to 
whether  the  findings  of  fact  are  contrary  to  the  clear  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence.  We  do  not  deem  it  advisable 
to  discuss  the  evidence  at  any  great  length  for  the  purpose 
of  supporting  the  conclusions  at  which  we  have  arrived.  It 
may  be  admitted  that  the  situation  of  plaintiff  in  regard  to 
the  title  to  the  property  in  question  is  in  many  respects  in- 
consistent with  the  claim  that  it  belonged  to  him  and  was 
conveyed  to  the  son  J.  F.  Ellis  to  secure  the  latter  for  ad- 
vances made  to  discharge  incumbrances  thereon  to  the 
amount  of  $600 ;  but  the  facts  in  that  regard  are  supported 
by  the  direct  and  positive  evidence  of  the  two  Ellises,  being 
all  the  direct  evidence  on  the  subject,  and  we  are  unable  to 
say  that  the  trial  court's  decision  as  to  where  the  truth  lies 
is  wrong.  The  same  may  be  said  as  to  all  the  facts  requi- 
site to  sustain  the  judgment.  Starting  with  the  fact  that 
the  property  was  that  of  the  plaintiff,  the  subsequent  occur- 
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rences  as  found  by  the  court  below  are  all  reasonable  when 
viewed  in  the  light  of  attending  circumstances,  and  are  in 
accord  with  the  direct  evidence  of  the  two  Ellises,  and  in 
many  respects  of  Allen,  who  testified  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  in  fact  all  the  direct  evidence  in  the  case. 

On  the  question  of  mistake  it  appears  that  the  property 
which  J.  F.  Ellis  intended  to  put  into  the  corporation,  and 
which  Allen  supposed  was  to  be  put  in,  was  that  which  had 
accumulated  in  Ellis's  real-estate  operations,  not  property 
which  he  merely  held  in  trust  for  others.  J.  F.  Ellis,  as 
president  of  the  corporation,  made  the  agreement  for  the 
transfer  of  property  with  J.  F.  Ellis,  both  as  to  the  particu- 
lar property  to  be  transferred  and  the  consideration  there- 
for. He  testified  that  the  real  estate  in  question  was  not 
included  in  the  agreement.  True,  after  the  conveyance 
there  were  occurrences  indicating  that  such  property  was  un- 
derstood to  be  corporate  property,  yet  they  were  not  incon- 
sistent with  its  being  property  of  another,  administered  by 
the  corporation  in  the  capacity  of  agent,  while  during  the 
same  time  there  were  many  occurrences  entirely  inconsist- 
ent with  any  other  theory  than  that  the  legal  title  to  the 
property  was  in  J.  F.  Ellis.  This  refers  to  his  having  mort- 
gaged the  property  several  times  to  secure  his  individual  in- 
debtedness, and  with  the  knowledge  of  Allen,  who  was  the 
only  other  person  interested  in  the  corporation.  Again, 
when  Ellis  ceased  to  office  with  the  corporation,  the  conduct 
of  Allen,  who  then  represented  the  corporation,  was  incon- 
sistent with  the  legal  title  to  the  property  being  otherwise 
than  as  claimed  by  Ellis.  He  had  made  an  assignment  of 
all  his  property  to  the  corporation  in  consideration  of  an 
agreement  on  its  part  to  pay  certain  liabilities  for  which  he 
was  responsible.  No  deed,  so  far  as  appears,  conveying 
real  estate,  was  made  pursuant  to  that  agreement,  yet  long 
after  the  transfer  by  Ellis  was  consummated  Allen,  for  the 
corporation,  handed  Mr.  Ellis  the  lease  of  the  property  in 
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-question,  because,  as  he  says,  the  corporation  had  concluded 
to  let  Mrs.  Ellis  have  it.  Let  it  be  admitted  that  the  lease 
was  turned  over  at  that  time  to  effect  the  purposes  testified  * 
to  by  Allen,  the  fact  that  no  act  was  considered  necessary 
to  carry  out  such  purpose,  except  to  deliver  the  lease,  is  in- 
consistent with  the  theory  that  it  was  then  supposed  by  any 
one  connected  with  the  transaction  that  the  title  to  the  real 
estate  was  in  the  corporation.  It  is  consistent  only  with  the 
theory  that  it  was  supposed  the  title  was  in  Ellis  and  the 
idea  was  not  to  convey  anything  to  Ellis  for  his  wife,  but  to 
release  him  from  any  obligation  as  to  the  property  in  ques- 
tion under  his  general  transfer  to  the  corporation.  It  seems 
that  there  is.  ample  evidence  to  sustain  the  findings  of  fact 
as  made  by  the  trial  court  at  every  point. 

It  is  said  that  plaintiff  lost  his  right  by  laches.  We 
know  of  no  rule  of  estoppel  by  laches  applicable  to  the  facts 
of  this  case.  The  action  was  brought  very  soon  after  the 
discovery  of  the  mistake.  Plaintiff  did  not  sleep  on  his 
rights.  There  is  no  evidence  to  warrant  a  claim  that  plaint- 
iff was  negligently  ignorant  of  the  situation.  The  corpora- 
tion was  not  prejudiced  by  the  delay  in  any  way.  It  does 
not  appear  that  it  incurred  any  expense  or  was  a  loser  to 
any  extent  by  reason,  of  plaintiff's  asserting  his  rights  at  the 
late  day  instead  of  soon  after  the  transfer  by  J.  F.  Ellis  to  it. 
Mere  delay,  within  the  statutory  period  for  relief  at  law, 
does  not  preclude  a  recovery  in  equity,  and  at  most  that  is 
all  which  appears  here.  Knowlton,  v.  Walker^  13  Wis.  264. 
If  delay  were  shown  and  in  the  meantime  a  change  in  the 
situation  of  the  parties  or  the  property,  so  that  it  would  be 
unconscionable  on  that  account  to  allow  plaintiff  at  the  late 
<iay  to  successfully  assert  his  claim,  the  question  would  be 
different.  There  is  no  ground  for  saying  that  defendant 
was  prejudiced  by  laches  of  plaintiff,  or  to  show  that  plaint- 
iff was  precluded  from  recovering  under  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations pleaded  in  the  answer.    Defendant  relied  on  the 
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ten-year  statute  (R.  S.  1878,  sec.  4215).  That  applies  only 
to  an  adverse  possession  of  ten  years.  The  possession  here 
was  not  adverse,  but  by  agreement.  The  possession  of  J.  F. 
Ellis  from  beginning  to  end  was  the  possession  of  plaintiff. 
Such  a  possession,  however  long  continued,  will  not  ripen 
into  title.    Lcmvpmcm  v.  Yam,  AUtyne^  94  Wis.  417. 

There  is  a  contention  that  defendant  was  a  purchaser  for 
value  without  notice.  The  answer  to  that  is  that  the  court 
found  the  facts  to  be,  in  substance,  that  the  corporation 
neither  paid  anything  for  the  property,  nor  intended  to,  but 
obtained  the  title  through  mistake. 

It  is  further  contended  that  there  was  at  least  something 
due  J.  F.  Ellis  on  the  property  from  plaintiff,  and  that  a 
recovery  should  not  have  been  had  by  plaintiff  except  on 
condition  of  payment  to  the  defendant  of  any  sum  due  J.  F. 
Ellis.  The  trouble  with  that  is:  First,  the  court  found  that 
nothing  was  due  J.  F.  Ellis  from  plaintiff,  which  we  see  no 
reason  for  disturbing;  and,  second,  the  corporation  deliv- 
ered the  lease  of  the  property  to  J.  F.  Ellis  after  he  severed 
his  connection  with  the  corporation,  intending  to  relinquish 
any  claim  to  the  property,  which,  as  before  stated,  must  have 
referred  to  any  claim  under  the  general  transfer  which  Ellis 
made  in  consideration  of  the  corporation  paying  the  indebt- 
edness for  which  he  was  liable.  That,  of  course,  left  the 
corporation  without  any  interest  in  the  property  even  of  the 
character  of  an  indebtedness  of  plaintiff  to  J.  F.  Ellis  if  such 
indebtedness  existed. 

The  foregoing  covers  all  points  made  in  the  appellant's 
brief  which  are  considered  of  sufficient  significance  to  call 
for  special  mention,  and  requires  an  affirmance  of  the  judg- 
ment. 

By  the  Court —  The  judgment  is  afl&rmed. 
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Ellis,  Appellant,  vs.  The  Southtv^bstern  Laho)  OoMPAisrY,  Ee-  1102       409 
'     ^^  '  ,     ^  112      ^317 

spondent. 

Febnuiry  B^— March  IJ^  1899, 

Equity:  Adequate  remedy  at  law:  Rescission  of  contract:  Accounting: 

Vendor's  lien, 

1.  A  complaint  alleged  that  the  defendant  corporation,  in  consideration 

of  plaintiff^s  relinquishment  to  it  of  all  his  interest  as  a  stockholder 
and  the  conveyance  to  it  of  personal  property,  agreed  to  pay  certain 
debts  owing  by  plaintiff,  and  that  it  had  failed  and  refused  to  pay 
a  part  thereof.  It  did  not  allege  insolvency  of  the  defendant  or 
facts  entitling  plaintiff  to  a  rescission  of  the  contract  It  prayed 
for  an  accounting  and  that  defendant  be  required  to  reconvey. 
Heidy  that  a  general  demurrer  was  properly  sustainetl  on  the  ground 
that  the  remedy  at  law  for  the  breach  of  the  contract  was  complete 
and  adequate. 

2.  Where,  in  consideration  of  the  transfer  of  property  to  him,  a  person 

has  agreed  to  pay  certain  debts  of  the  vendor,  his  failure  to  pay  a 
part  of  them  does  not  entitle  the  vendor  to  a  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract 

8.  An  action  for  equitable  relief  cannot  be  sustained  on  the  ground  that 
it  may  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  actions,  where  no  facts  are  alleged 
to  show  that  such  will  be  the  result 

4  To  sustain  a  suit  in  equity  for  an  accounting,  some  special  and  sub- 
.  stantial  ground  of  equity  jurisdiction  must  be  alleged,  and  it  must 
appear  that  the  remedy  at  law  is  inadequate. 

6,  In  an  action  for  an  accounting  and  to  compel  a  reconveyance  of  prop- 
erty on  the  ground  that  defendant  had  failed  to  pay  debts  of  plaintiff 
which  it  had  assumed  in  consideration  of  the  transfer,  equity  will 
not  take  jurisdiction  on  the  ground  that  plaintiff  has  a  vendor's 
lien  on  land  sold,  where  it  appears  that  the  land  was  conveyed  prior 
to  the  making  of  the  contract  in  question  and  was  not  a  part  of  its 
consideration. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Eau  Claire 
county:  James  O'Neill,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

Action  for  an  accounting  and  to  compel  a  reconveyance 
of  property.  The  substance  of  the  complaint  is  stated  in 
the  opinion.  The  appeal  is  from  an  order  sustaining  a  gen- 
eral demurrer. 
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For  the  appellant  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief  of 
Frederick  A,  TeaU. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Wickham  <&  Fwrr^ 
and  oral  argument  by  James  Wickham. 

Bardeen,  J.  The  demurrer  to  the  plaintiff's  complaint  was 
sustained  in  the  court  below  on  the  ground  that  it  appears 
therefrom  that  he  has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law.  This 
ruling  must  be  sustained  unless  we  can  say  that  sufficient 
facts  had  been  stated  to  warrant  us  in  concluding  that  the 
action  can  be  maintained  in  equity.  The  grounds  urged  for 
our  consideration  to  support  the  complaint  ,are :  (1)  That 
this  action  may  prevent  a. multiplicity  of  suits;  (2)  that  an 
accounting  is  demanded;  (3)  that  the  contract  in  question 
creates  an  equitable  lien  upon  the  defendant's  property, 
which  only  a  court  of  equity  can  determine  and  foreclose. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  pleader  has  attempted 
to  state  a  cause  of  action  in  equity.  With  some  consider- 
able particularity  of  detail  it  is  alleged,  in  substance,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  at  one  time  the  owner  of  a  large  amount 
of  real  and  personal  property;  that  in  the  year  1887  plaint- 
iff caused  the  defendant  company  to  be  organized,  and  con- 
veyed to  it  all  his  real  estate,  and  was  to  receive  366  shares 
of  the  capital  stock  in  payment  therefor;  that  he  remained 
the  owner  of  said  stock  until  September,  1893,  when,  owing 
to  some  disagreement  with  the  other  members  of  the  com- 
pany, he  made  a  proposition  to  sell  out  his  interest  in  the 
company,  and  convey  to  it  all  his  real  estate  and  personal 
property,  except  certain  reservations  mentioned,  in  consid- 
eration that  the  defendant  would  pay  and  save  him  harm- 
less from  certain  debts  and  obligations,  some  forty-eight  in 
number,  a  list  of  which  was  attached  to  his  said  proposition ; 
that  the  defendant  accepted  said  proposition,  and  plaintiff 
accordingly  sold  his  personal  property  to  defendant,  and 
relinquished  to  it  all  his  interest  as  a  stockholder;  that  the 
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defendant  has  failed  to  comply  with  its  agreement  to  pay 
the  debts  mentioned  in  certain  particulars  mentioned,  and 
that  by  reason  thereof  plaintiff  has  been  compelled  to  pay 
thereon  the  sum  of  $4,885.74;  that  defendant  has  neglected 
and  refused  to  pay  "certain  other  items  of  indebtedness 
which  it  assumed  and  agreed  to  pay  as  aforesaid, —  the  par- 
ticular items,  or  the  amounts  due  thereupon,  or  to  whom 
the  same  are  due  and  payable,  the  plaintiff  is  unable  to 
state;"  that  defendant  paid  no  consideration  for  the  stock 
and  property  transferred  to  it  except  the  sums  it  has  paid 
in  discharge  of  certain  of  the  .obligations  it  assumed,  the 
amounts  of  which  plaintiff  is  unable  to  state.  The  demand 
for  relief  is  for  an  accounting,  and  that  defendant  be  re- 
quired to  reconvey  to  plaintiff  the  property  received  from 
him,  with  his  interest  in  the  company,  and,  if  the  company 
is  unable  to  so  reconvey  them,  that  plaintiff  recover  his  dam- 
ages. 

Giving  to  the  complaint  the  widest  latitude  of  construc- 
tion possible,  it  seems  very  clear  that  the  plaintiff  has  a 
complete  and  adequate  remedy  at  law  for  a  breach  of  the 
contract.  It  is  not  alleged  that  the  defendant  is  insolvent, 
nor  are  there  any  facts  stated  which  would  entitle  the  plaint- 
iff to  a  rescission  of  the  contract.  It  appears  from  the  com- 
plaint that  defendant  agreed  to  j)ay  some  $43,000  of  the 
plaintiff's  debts.  So  far  as  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint 
go,  the  defendant  has  failed  to  pay  less  than  $5,000  of  this 
amount.  The  general  rule  is  that,  to  justify  a  rescission,  the 
failure  of  the  opposite  party  to  perform  must  be  total,  so 
that  the  object  of  the  contract  has  been  defeated,  or  ren- 
dered unobtainable,  by  reason  of  the  misconduct  or  default 
of  the  other  party.  Topping  v.  Parish^  96  Wis.  378.  The 
contention  that  this  action  may  prevent  a  multiplicity  of 
suits  hardly  merits  sober  consideration.  No  facts  are  alleged 
which  show  that  would  be  the  result,  and  we  are  not  at  lib- 
erty to  speculate  on  the  possibilities  of  the  future.    Neither 
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can  this  proceeding  be  maintained  because  an  accounting  is 
asked.  In  order  to  sustain  a  suit  in^  equity  for  an  account- 
ing, some  special  and  substantial  ground  of  equity  jurisdic- 
tion must  be  alleged,  and  it  must  appear  that  the  remedy  at 
law  is  inadequate.  Stein  v.  Benedict,  83  Wis.  603.  The 
complaint  is  barren  of  ^ny  such  allegation.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear that  an  accounting  has  been  asked  or  refused.  A  court 
of  equity  will  not  assume  jurisdiction,  and  compel  an  account- 
ing, upon  the  mere  statement  of  the  party  that  he  does  not 
know  how  the  account  stands. 

Admitting  —  but  not  deciding  —  that  with  proper  allega- 
tions the  plaintiff  might  enforce  a  lien  against  defendant's 
property  for  the  amounts  he  has  been  compelled  to  pay,  we 
look  in  vain  for  the  description  of  any  property,  in  the  com- 
plaint, upon  which  a  court  of  equity  might  lay  its  hands  in 
satisfaction  thereof.  This  theory  seems  to  be  an  afterthought 
of  the  pleader,  because  it  is  nowhere  suggested  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  is  but  lamely  argued  in  the  brief.  It  is  said  that 
plaintiff  had  a  vendor's  lien  upon  the  land  sold,  which  equity 
will  enforce.  The  difficulty  with  this  suggestion  is  that  it 
appears  from  the  complaint  that  his  real  estate  was  conveyed 
to  the  defendant  in  1887, — more  than  six  years  prior  to  the 
making  of  the  contract  in  suit.  When  this  contract  was 
made,  in  1893,  plaintiff  sold  to  defendant  certain  personal 
property  and  his  stock  in  the  company.  Any  lien  he  may 
have  must  arise  out  of  the  express  terms  of  the  contract,  and 
does  not  exist  by  reason  of  the  relation  of  vendor  and  vendee 
of  specific  real  property,  for  no  such  relation  exists.  We 
think  it  distinctly  appears  on  tlje  face  of  the  complaint  that 
plaintiff  has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,  and  for  that  reason 
the  demurrer  was  properly  sustained.  ChdUckson  v.  Madn 
sen,  87  Wis.  19;  Hoffv.  OUony  101  Wis.  118. 

By  the  Court, —  The  order  of  the  circuit  court  is  affirmed. 
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Foss,  Appellant,  yb.  BiasLow  and  others,  Bespondents. 

February  tS — March  14, 1899. 

Master  aTid  servant:  Contributory  negligence:  Obvious  risks. 

In  an  action  for  injurfes  sustained  by  an  employee  in  a  sawmill  while 
attempting  to  clear  away  accumulated  sawdust  by  punching  it 
through  a  hole  left  for  that  purpose  in  the  floor  beneath  an  edger, 
it  appeared  that  he  was  twenty-nine  years  of  age,  and  had  worked 
in  the  mill  two  years  as  a  common  laborer,  and  thereafter  for  some 
months  had  been  running  a  "little  trimmer  "  and  had  occasionally 
taken  the  place  of  an  edgerman  for  a  few  minutes;  that  at  the  time 
of  the  injury  he  was  at  work  on  the  edger,  but  had  never  seen  the 
accumulated  sawdust  cleared  away;  that  the  saws  were  uncovered 
and  making  2,500  revolutions  a  minute;  and  that,  while  standing 
above  them  and  trying  to  remove  the  dust  with  a  stick  four  to  six 
feet  long,  it  was  caught  and  thrown  violently  upward,  breaking 
his  jaw.  Held,  that  the  danger  waa  obvious  and  he  was  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Eau  Claire 
county:  James  O'Neill,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Eichmond  <fk  Smithy 
and  oral  argument  by  T.  0.  Richmond. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  Tomhina  dk  Mer- 
rill^ and  oral  argument  by  Oeo.  F,  Merrill. 

Cassodat,  C.  J.  This  action  was  commenced  September  20, 
1894,  and  is  for  personal  injuries  received  by  the  plaintiff 
while  helping  to  operate  an  edger  in  the  sawmill  of  the  de- 
fendants, August  15, 1891.  Issue  being  joined  and  trial  had, 
the  court,  at  the  close  of  the  testimony,  directed  a  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  defendants,  and  from  the  judgment  entered 
thereon  the'  plaintiff  brings  this  appeal. 

There  is  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  was 
hired  by  the  defendants'  foreman  and  general  superintend- 
ent in  the  spring  of  1888;  that  he  was  a  common,  unskilled 
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laborer,  and  had  worked  in  the  mill  from  the  time  he  was 
so  hired  until  he  was  injured ;  that  his  work  until  October, 
1890,  was  that  of  "  laying  lumber,"  —  that  is,  standing  at  the 
end  of  the  rollers  that  come  from  the  east  edger  at  the  place 
designated  and  taking  the  lumber  from  the  rolls  and  piling 
it  on  the  trucks,  to  be  wheeled  away  by  another  man;  that 
about  October  1, 1890,  he  was  given  the  job  of  running  the 
"  little  trimmer,"  consisting  of  one  saw  at  the  east  side  of 
the  mill;  that  he  continued  at  that  work  the  rest  of  that 
season,  and  from  April  or  May,  1891,  when  the  mill  began 
work,  until  the  time  of  his  injury;  that  prior  to  October  1, 
1890,  he  never  had  had  any  experience  in  running  an  edger 
or  any  other  machine ;  that  the  trimmer  was  simply  a  saw 
located  below  the  table,  and  operated  by  taking  hold  of  a 
handle  and  drawing  it  up  to  cut  oflf  the  ends  of  short  boards; 
that  the  mill  was  a  double  mill,  with  two  sets  of  machinery 
and  men,  the  one  on  the  east  side  and  the  other  on  the  west 
side;  that  each  side  was  practically  complete  in  itself,  con- 
sisting of  the  rotary  saw,  gang  saws,  edger,  slab  saws  or 
slashers,  and  trimmers;  that  to  operate  this  double  mill  re- 
quired a  large  number  of  men;  that  the  logs  were  slabbed 
at  the  rotary  saw,  passed  through  the  gang  saw,  edged  at 
the  edger,  and  passed  along  the  rollers  to  the  trimmer;  that 
the  slabs  from  the  rotary  went  to  the  slab  saws,  and  were  cut 
into  four-foot  lengths;  that  an  occasional  board  from  the 
rotary  reached  the  edger ;  that  from  ninety  to  ninety-nihe 
per  cent,  of  the  lumber  was  cut  by  the  gang  saws,  and  from 
one  to  ten  per  cent,  came  from  the  rotary  saw;  that  the  mill 
sawed  about  250,000  feet  of  lumber  daily ;  that  if  the  edger- 
men  failed  to  get  the  lumber  off  the  skids  as  fast  as  it  came 
down  from  the  gang  saws,  and  it  got  piled  up  there,  it  would 
be  necessary  to  stop  using  the  gang  saws  until  they  got  the 
lumber  cleared  away;  that  the  operation  of  the  mill  de- 
pended upon  these  edgermen  keeping  the  lumber  coming 
from  the  gang  saw  clear ;  that  all  of  the  lumber,  excepting 
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slabs,  had  to  go  through  the  edger;  that  the  men  employed 
to  operate  each  edger  were  experienced,  and  each  received 
$2.65  or  $2.75  a  day,  while  the  plaintiff  only  received  $1.65 
a  day;  that  this  work  of  edging  the  lumber  was  so  hard 
that  the  edgermen  were  compelled  to  change  oflf  several  times 
a  day;  that  the  west  side  of  the  mill,  cut  the  small  logs, 
making  the  work  of  the  edgermen  much  more  active;  that 
the  place  was  noisy;  that  at  different  times,  when  the  edger- 
men or  trimmers  had  to  be  away  for  a  few  moments,  someone 
had  to  take  their  places ;  that  after  the  plaintiff  commenced 
working  on  the  trimmer  he  was  accustomed  to  do  that  work 
when  they  were  away  for  a  few  moments;  that  these  wero 
the  only  men  he  ever  "spelled;"  that  at  the  edger  he  al- 
ways took  the  place  of  the  man  on  the  rotary  side,  and  did 
nothing  except  to  catch  the  boards  that  came  from  the  rotary 
saw,  and  lay  them  on  the  edger  for  the  other  edgerman  to 
edge,  except  that  once  in  a  great  while  the  edgerman  ad- 
justed the  saws  and  he  pushed  a  board  through;  that  prior 
to  the  injury  he  had  never  attempted  to  operate  the  edger ; 
that  underneath  the  edger  there  was  a  hole  cut  through  the 
floor,  about  one  foot  wide,  which  extended  from  one  side  to 
the  other  of  the  edger,  through  which  sawdust  was  supposed 
to  fall ;  that  this  hole  was  frequently  stopped  by  edgings 
and  sawdust  piled  up  underneath  the  edger,  and  required 
the  edgermen  to  stop  and  push  it  down  three  or  four  times 
a  day. 

There  was  also  evidence  that  there  were  six  saws  in  the 
edger,  all  on  a  single  shaft,  and  were  adjustable  by  means 
of  two  levers  that  extended  from  the  front  of  the  edger 
where  the  edgermen  stood  to  the  saws;  that  the  levers 
crossed  one  another  about  the  center  of  the  edger;  that  the 
piling  up  of  sawdust  under  the  edger  interfered  with  the 
operation  of  the  levers,  and  thereby  with  the  moving  of 
the  saws;  that  when  this  sawdust  got  piled  up  under  the 
edger  it  had  to  be  removed,  and  to  do  that  it  was  the  cus- 
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torn  of  the  edgermen  to  get  up  on  the  edger,  and,  with  a 
stick  from  four  to  six  feet  long,  poke  down  around  the  saws 
until  they  got  the  sawdust  cleared  away;  that  there  were 
no  boards  or  table  on  the  top  of  the  edger;  that  in  poking 
this  sawdust  down  the  men  had  to  stand  on  the  levers  or 
on  a  board  placed  on  the  rollers  right  over  the  saws,  and 
punch  the  stick  in  between  the  saws,  and  in  front  of  the 
saws,  and  behind  the  saws ;  that  the  edger  consisted  of  five 
or  six  rollers  that  turned  perfectly  free,  the  last  one  next 
to  the  saws  being  of  iron  and  known  as  a  "  live  roller"  be- 
cause it  was  moved  by  cogs  or  belts ;  that  it  had  little  teeth 
on  it,  which  fed  the  boards  through  the  edger;  that  above 
the  "  live  roller "  was  another  roller  that  held  the  boards 
down;  that  between  these  rollers  and  the  saws  were  "fin- 
gers" or  iron  points  several  inches  long  and  about  two 
inches  apart,  like  rake  teeth,  so  hung  as  to  let  the  boards 
pass  under  them  to  the  saws  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
the  boards  from  being  thrown  back  when  they  struck  the 
saws ;  that  there  was  no  covering  over  the  saws ;  that  they 
were  not  boxed  or  in  any  way  protected ;  that  they  made 
about  2,500  revolutions  a  minute;  that  at  the  time  of  the 
injnry  the  plaintiff  knew  nothing  about  the  clogging  of  the 
edger  by  the  sawdust,  and  had  never  seen  the  edgermen 
poke  it  down  or  clear  it  away  when  he  was  "spelling" 
them. 

The  evidence  further  tended  to  prove  that  on  the  morn- 
ing of  August  15, 1891,  Werner,  one  of  the  two  edgermen 
on  the  west  edger,  was  taken  sick  and  left,  after  he  had 
worked  about  half  an  hour,  and  the  foreman  told  the  plaint- 
iff to  go  and  help  Thompson  out, —  the  edgerman  still  at 
work;  that  the  plaintiff  went  and  took  the  place  of  Werner 
on  the  rotary  side  of  the  west  edger,  and  continued  to  work 
for  about  one  and  one-half  hours;  that  Thompson  was  taken 
sick,  and  in  a  few  moments  Peter  Nevera,  another  green 
man,  was  at  work  in  Thompson's  place ;  that  Nevera  had 
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previously  been  employed  in  taking  lumber  from  the  gang 
saws  and  placing  it  on  the  skids  by  the  edger,  and  had  no 
experience  in  running  the  edger;  that  the  plaintiff  and  Ne- 
vera  continued  to  run  the  edger  for  about  half  an  hour; 
that  they  were  working  very  hard ;  that,  in  spite  of  their 
work,  a  large  pile  of  lumber  had  accumulated  on  the  skids; 
that  the  levers  would  not  work;  that  the  sawdust  had  filled 
up  underneath;  that  the  levers  worked  hard;  thatiNevera 
told  him  to  go  up  and  poke  the  sawdust  out;  that  he  told 
Nevera  that  he  had  better  go  up  and  do  it;  that  Nevera 
said,  "  No ;  you  go  up ;  '*  that  finally  the  plaintiff  got  up, 
and  walked  on  the  levers,  or  the  sawdust  that  had  accumu- 
lated around  them,  down  near  the  saws,  and,  with  a  stick 
from  four  to  six  feet  long,  began  trying  to  punch  the  saw- 
dust down;  that  the  stick  he  was  using  struck  something 
and  was  thrown  upward  with  such  violence  as  to  strike 
him  on  the  point  of  the  chin,  breaking  his  under  jaw  in 
three  pieces,  taking  out  a  portion  of  the  jaw  at  the  front 
containing  three  teeth,  and  otherwise  injuring  him. 

At  the  time  of  the  trial  the  plaintiff  was  thirty-five  years 
of  age,  and  his  coworker,  Nevera,  was  thirty-one.  That  was 
ten  years  after  the  plaintiff  had  commenced  work  for  the 
defendants  in  and  about  this  mill,  and  about  six  and  one-half 
years  after  the  injury.  The  plaintiff  was  injured  August  15, 
1891,  and  he  had  worked  on  the  "little  trimmer"  from  Oc- 
tober 1,  1890.  We  must  assume  that  he  was  a  man  of  ordi- 
nary intelligence.  He  necessarily  knew  that  a  circular  saw, 
running  like  the  one  in  question,  would  be  dangerous  to  a 
man  touching  it  with  a  stick  from  four  to  six  feet  long,  or 
anything,  and  no  amount  of  instruction  could  make  such 
danger  more  apparent.  To  say  that  he  did  not  know,  or  that 
he  needed  instruction,  is  to  impeach  his  intelligence.  He 
necessarily  knew,  moreover,  that  to  touch  such  saw  with 
such  stick,  on  the  side  turning  away  from  him,  would  nat- 
urally tend  to  draw  the  stick  away  from  him;  whereas,  to 
Vou  102—27 
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touch  the  saw  on  the  side  turning  towards  him,  or  even  on 
the  top,  would  naturally  tend  to  drive  the  stick  towards 
him  with  great  force,  or,  at  least,  make  it  dangerous  to  have 
hold  of  it.  True,  there  was  sawdust  accumulated  about  the 
saw.  Still,  the  plaintiff  necessarily  knew  the  saw  was  there 
and  running,  and,  if  he  worked  there  at  all,  he  was  bound 
to  regulate  his  conduct  by  that  fact.  Like  all  such  cases,  it 
is  hard  upon  the  plaintiff;  but,  upon  the  undisputed  evi- 
dence. We  cannot  escape  the  conclusion  that  his  own  con- 
duct contributed  to  the  injury.  The  facts  stated  are  sub- 
stantially as  claimed  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff.  Of  course, 
every  case  of  personal  injury  differs  in  some  of  its  facts  from 
every  other;  but  the  principles  applicable  to  a  case  like  this 
are  well  settled  and  require  no  new  discussion.  Xhis  court 
has  recently  held  that  an  employee  of  niature  years,  even 
though  inexperienced  and  uninstructed  in  the  particular 
business,  will  be  presumed  to  have  known  and  assumed  the 
risk  of  an  injury  incident  to  obvious  defects  or  dangers,  as 
the  unguarded  condition  of  projecting  circular  saws  form- 
ing part  of  the  machine  at  which  the  employee  was  set  to 
work,  and  an  accumulation  of  sawdust,  etc.,  on  the  floor, 
although  they  existed  in  consequence  of  the  negligence  or 
default  of  the  employer.  Sazen  v.  West  Superior  Z.  Co.  91 
Wis.  208.  So,  this  court  has  recently  held  that  "  an  em- 
ployee in  a  sawmill,  of  ten  or  twelve  years'  experience,  who 
voluntarily  put  his  hand  into  a  hole  in  the  boxing  around  a 
trimmer,  and  attempted  to  pick  up  the  end  of  a  broken 
chain  lying  within  two  or  three  inches  of  a  revolving  saw, 
and  was  injured  by  his  hand  coming  in  contact  with  the 
saw,  is  held,  as  a  matter  of  law,  to  have  been  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence.^'  Schvltz  v.  C.  C.  Thompson  Z.  Co.  91 
Wis.  626.  To  the  same  effect,  Erdman  v.  lU.  Sted  Co.  95 
"Wis.  6.  These  cases,  and  numerous  others  which  might  be 
cited,  support  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court. 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 
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1.  In  an  action  against  a  principal  for  money  borrowed  in  his  name  by 

an  agent,  there  was  evidence  requiring  the  submission  to  the  jury 
of  the  question  whether  the  agent  had  actual  authority  and  also 
whether  he  had  apparent  authority.  The  jury  found  that  he  had 
authority  to  borrow  money,  and  that  the  plaintiff  believed  that  he 
had  that  authority.  Held,  that  the  verdict  was  uncertain  as  to 
whether  the  agent  had  actual  or  apparent  authority,  and  therefore 
would  not  support  a  judgment  for  plaintiff,  in  the  absence  of  a  find- 
ing that  the  plaintiff  had  reasonable  ground  on  which  to  base  his 
belief  as  to  the  agent's  authority. 

2.  In  such  a  case  the  better  practice  would  be  to  submit  a  question  as 

to  each  form  of  authority  separately,  under  proper  instructions. 

3.  No  recovery  can  be  had  against  a  principal  on  the  ground  of  ratifi- 

cation of  his  agent's  unauthorized  act  in  borrowing  money  which 
was  used  in  his  business,  by  reason  of  his  retention  of  the  borrowed 
money,  unless  he  had  a  reasonable  time  after  notice  of  the  lender's 
claim,  not  only  to  make  inquiry  into  the  facts,  but  also  to  return 
the  money. 
4  If  a  special  verdict  is  to  be  rendered,  the  instructions  appropriate  to 
each  question,  whether  asked  by  the  parties  or  given  by  the  court 
of  its  own  motion,  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury  in  immediate 
connection  with  the  questions  to  which  they  are  respectively  ap- 
plicabla 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Eau  Claire 
county:  James  O'Neill,  Circuit  Judge.    JSeoersed. 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  $500  and  interest  for  money- 
loaned.  The  complaint  contains  two  counts,  one  upon  a 
promissory  note,  and  one  for  money  had  and  received.  The 
undisputed  fact  was  that  the  money  was  loaned  by  the 
plaintiff  to  one  Arthur  Jackson,  the  defendant's  son,  who 
was  operating  a  large  jewelry  store  in  the  city  of  Eau  Clai/e 
for  his  father,  and  that  a  note  was  given  for  it  signed  by 
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Arthur  Jackson  as  his  father's  note.  Arthur  Jackson  repre- 
sented to  plaintiff  that  the  money  was  for  use  in  his  father's 
business;  but  the  defendant  denies  that  Arthur  had  any  au- 
thority, either  real  or  apparent,  to  borrow  money  or  to  exe- 
cute the  note,  and  further  denies  that  the  ^money  borrowed 
was  used  in  his  business.  Upon  a  former  trial,  judgment 
was  rendered  for  the  defendant,  and  upon  appeal  tp  this 
court  that  judgment  was  reversed.    97  Wis.  64. 

The  case  has  been  tried  again,  upon  evidence  not  differing 
greatly  from  that  produced  upon  the  former  trial,  and  the 
following  special  verdict  was  rendered:  "(1)  Had  Arthur 
Jackson  authority  from  defendant  to  borrow  money  on  de- 
fendant's credit,  to  be  used  in  defendant's  business,  on  the 
.13th  day  of  March,  1895  ?  A.  Yes.  (2)  Was  the  money  re- 
ceived by  Arthur  Jackson  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  note  in 
question  paid,  laid  out,  and  expended  in  the  business  car- 
ried on  by  Arthur  Jackson  ?  A,  Yes.  (3)  Did  the  plaint- 
iff loan  the  five  hundred  dollars  in  question  on  the  credit  of 
the  defendant,  believing  that  defendant's  son,  Arthur  Jack- 
son, was  authorized  to  borrow  the  same  on  such  credit? 
A,  Yes.  (4)  Was  the  note  in  question  executed  and  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff  by  Arthur  Jackson  as  his  own  note,  or  as 
the  note  of  his  father,  Andrew  Jackson  f  A,  Andrew  Jack- 
sorCs  note.  (5)  If  you  answer  the  second  question  in  the 
affirmative,  then  did  the  defendant,  prior  to  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  know  that  said  money  had  been  used  in 
his  business,  or  have  knowledge  of  facts  and  circumstances 
suSicient  to  put  him  on  inquiry  and  to  enable  him,  by  the  ex- 
ercise of  reasonable  diligence,  to  discover  the  facts  ?  A.  Yes. 
(6)  If  you  answer  the  fifth  question  affirmatively,  then  after 
the  defendant  had  such  knowledge  or  notice,  and  after  a 
reasonable  time  in  which  to  discover  the  facts,  did  the  de- 
fendant thereafter,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  have  reasonable  time  within  which  to  return  said 
sum  of  five  hundred  (500)  dollars  to  plaintiff.    A.  No." 
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Upon  this  verdict  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaint- 
iff, and  the  defendant  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Frcmley^  Bundy  <& 
WUooXy  and  oral  argument  by  O.  T.  Bundy. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Wiokham  <&  Fa/rr^ 
and  oral  argument  by  Jarnea  Wichham. 

WiNSLow,  J.  It  is  unfortunate  that  there  must  be  a  third 
trial  of  this  case,  but  no  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  seems 
possible  upon  the  special  verdict  before  us. 

There  were  three  grounds  of  recovery  which  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  have  submitted  to  the  jury,  viz.:  (1)  Actual 
authority  on  the  part  of  Arthur  to  execute  the  note;  (2)  ap- 
parent authority;  and  (3)  ratification  by  the  defendant. 
These  grounds  of  recovery  were  fully  discussed  in  the  opin- 
ion of  Mr.  Justice  Marshall  upon  the  former  appeal.  97 
Wis.  64:.  It  was  then  said,  in  effect,  that  there  was  evidence 
from  which  it  might  be  properly  found  that  the  discretion- 
ary powers  given  by  the  defendant  to  Arthur  were  so  com- 
plete as  to  the  purchasing  of  goods,  the  making  of  payments, 
and  the  general  conduct  of  the  business,  that  they  carried 
with  them  the  authority  to  borrow  money  when  necessary 
in  the  management  of  the  business,  and  that  this  was  a 
proper  question  for  the  jury.  It  was  also  said  that  there 
wafii  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the  question  of  appar- 
ent authority;  and  it  was  said  that  the  question  upon  this 
branch  of  the  case  is.  Did  the  plaintiff,  because  of  appear- 
ances for  which  the  principal  was  responsible,  believe,  and 
ha/oe  reasonahle  grovrnd  to  hdieve^  that  the  agent  possessed 
power  to  act  for  the  principal  in  the  particular  transaction 
in  question  ? 

As  to  recovery  upon  the  ground  of  ratification  alone,  it 
was  held  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  reasonable 
time  after  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  to  make  inquiry  into 
the  facts,  and  to  a  further  reasonable  time  to  return  the 
money. 
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As  to  the  claim  of  ratification,  there  can  certainly  be  no 
recovery  by  the  plaintiff  upon  this  verdict,  because  the  an- 
swer to  the  sixth  question  of  the  special  verdict  distinctly 
finds  that  the  defendant  did  not  have  a  reasonable  time  to 
return  the  money ;  hence  one  of  the  essential  requisites  to 
a  recovery  upon  the  ground  of  a  ratification,  as  determined 
upon  the  former  appeal,  is  wanting.  Hence,  if  the  plaintiff 
recover,  it  must  be  upon  the  ground  of  actual  or  apparent 
authority. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  both  of  these  questions  were  covered 
by  one  general  question,  instead  of  being  submitted  sepa- 
rately. While  it  was  said  upon  the  former  appeal  that  the 
question  whether  Arthur  had  authority  covered  both  actual 
and  apparent  authority,  it  was  not  then  decided  or  intimated 
that  one  question  only  should  be  asked  to  cover  both  kinds 
of  authority.  Upon  that  appeal  the  trial  court  had  refused 
to  submit  to  the  jury  the  question  whether  Arthur  had  au- 
thority to  borrow  money  on  his  father's  credit,  and  it  was 
held  that  this  question  covered  both  real  and  apparent  au- 
thority, and  tliat  it  was  erk>r  to  refuse  to  submit  it.  While 
we  do  not  hold  it  error  to  submit  both  forms  of  authority 
under  one  general  question  with  proper  instructions,  it  must 
be  evident  to  any  mind  that,  if  the  question  is  answered  in 
the  affirmative,  it  leaves  the  matter  doubtful  whether  the 
jury  found  actual  or  apparent  authority.  The  most  that  can 
be  said  is  that  they  found  either  actual  or  apparent  authority. 
Now,  had  the  two  questions  been  submitted  separately,  and 
had  the  jury  found  actual  authority,  this  would  have  been 
all-suf5cient  to  sustain  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff;  but  had 
they  found  no  actual,  but  only  apparent,  authority,  it  would 
then  have  been  necessary  to  go  further,  and  to  find,  in  re- 
sponse to  appropriate  questions,  that  the  plaintiff  not  only 
believed,  but  in  the  exercise  of  reasonable  prudence  was  jus- 
tified, from  the  appearances  for  which  the  principal  was  re- 
sponsible, in  believing,  that  the  agent  had  the  necessary 
authority. 
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Tn  this  case  it  is  found  that  the  plaintiff  believed  that  the 
agent  had  the  authority,  but  it  is  not  found  that  he  was  jus- 
tified in  such  belief  by  the  appearances  within  his  knowledge ; 
hence,  as  it  cannot  be  affirmed  that  the  jury  found  actual 
authority,  the  verdict  is  insufficient  to  sustain  a  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff. 

Many  exceptions  were  taken  to  the  rulings  on  testimony, 
and  to  the  charge  and  refusals  to  charge ;  but  careful  ex- 
amination of  them  has  not  convinced  us  that  there  was  preju- 
dicial  error  in  the  rulings,  and  the  legal  propositions  con- 
tained in  the  charge  seem  to  be  substantially  correct,  and 
we  should  not  feel  compelled  to  reverse  this  judgment  except 
for  the  fatal  omission  in  the  verdict  above  referred  to. 

We  deem  it  proper  to  suggest  that  upon  a  new  trial,  if  a 
special  verdict  be  rendered,  the  instructions  appropriate  to 
each  question,  whether  asked  by  the  parties  or  given  by  the 
court  of  its  own  motion,  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury  in 
immediate  connection  with  the  questions  to  which  they  are 
respectively  applicable.  This  is  the  only  way  in  which  the 
jury  can  obtain  an  intelligent  appreciation  of  the  legal  prop- 
ositions which  are  to  govern  them  in  answering  the  various 
questions.  Upon  the  present  trial  nearly  two  printed  pages 
of  instructions  were  first  read  by  the  court  at  request  of  the 
defendant;  and  the  court  then  proceeded  with  the  general 
charge,  taking  up  the  questions  in  order,  and  giving  appro- 
priate instructions  upon  each  of  them.  After  the  jury  had 
been  out  a  short  time,  they  returned  into  court  and  inquired 
whether  they  should  take  the  instructions  requested  by  the 
defendant's  counsel  as  their  guide,  or  the  court's  own  charge. 
The  court  explained  that  they  were  both  the  court's  charge, 
but  the  inquiry  made  by  the  jury  demonstrates  the  impolicy 
of  separating  the  instructions.  It  is  poor  practice,  and  well 
calculated  to  confuse  a  jury,  especially  in  case  of  a  special 
verdict.  The  only  proper  way  is  to  submit  each  question 
by  itself,  and  to  give  to  the  jury,  in  direct  connection  with 
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that  question,  every  legal  proposition  which  the  court  deems- 
necessary  and  proper  for  the  jury  to  bear  in  mind  in  consid- 
ering that  question,  and  then  pass  to  the  next  question. 

By  the  Cov/rt,—  Judgment  reversed,  and  action  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 


Tboy  Oareiagb  Compa2?t,  Appellant,  vs.  Bonell  and  an- 
other, Bespondents. 

February  £3— March  IJ^  1899. 

Appeal:  Amount  involved. 

Where  the  only  controverted  question  is  whether  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  three  carriages  was  separable,  and  the  plaintiff  therefore 
entitled  to  recover  $85,  the  contract  price  of  one  of  them,  without 
delivery  of  the  others,  this  court  obtains  no  jurisdiction  by  an  ap- 
peal unless  accompanied  by  a  certificate  of  the  trial  judge  as  pro- 
vided in  sec.  8047,  Stat&  1898. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Eau 
Claire  county:  James  O'Neill,  Circuit  Judge.  Aj>peal  dis- 
missed. 

Action  to  recover  a  balance  of  $199.50  alleged  to  be  due 
plaintiff  from  defendants  on  a  sale  to  the  latter  of  two 
carriages.  The  answer  admitted  a  purchase  from  plaintiff 
and  acceptance  by  the  defendants  of  one  carriage,  and  that 
there  was  due  thereon  $57.  It  was  alleged  that  another 
carriage,  ordered  by  defendants  of  plaintiff,  was  taken  by 
the  former  and  stored  subject  to  plaintiff's  order,  the  same 
not  being  according  to  contract;  that  plaintiff,  while  the 
situation  indicated  existed,  contracted  to  sell  the  alleged  de- 
fective carriage  to  defendants  for  $85,  together  with  two 
others,  one  for  $75  and  one  for  $65 ;  that  plaintiff  failed  to 
perform  such  contract  by  refusing  to  deliver  the  two  car- 
riages; that  defendants  were  damaged  thereby  in  the  sum 
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of  $50;  and  that  on  account  of  such  breach  defendants  re- 
fused to  carry  out  the  contract  on  their  part  as  to  the  $85 
carriage,  but  continued  to  keep  the  same  in  store  for  plaint- 
iff, to  their  damage  in  the  sum  of  $12.  Defendants  counter- 
claimed  for  $62  on  the  facts  stated. 

On  the  trial  it  was  conceded  that  $63  was  due  plaintiff 
for  principal  and  interest  on  old  account.  The  court  de- 
cided as  a  matter  of  law  that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  for  the  $85  carriage  and  was  liable  for  damages  for 
breach  of  contract.  It  was  left  to  the  jury  to  assess  such 
damages  and  strike  a  balance  between  the  same  and  the  $63 
conceded  to  be  due  plaintiff  on  old  account,  and  to  render 
a  verdict  accordingly.  The  result  was  a  verdict  for  defend- 
ants for  $21.  No  contention  is  made  in  this  court  that  the 
damages  were  improperly  awarded  to  defendants  or  that  the 
amount  assessed  was  too  large.  The  sole  question  is,  Was 
the  ruling  of  the  trial  court  correct  as  to  the  contract  for 
the  three  carriages  being  entire,  so  as  to  preclude  plaintiff 
from  recovering  for  the  $86  carriage  by  reason  of  the  failure 
to  deliver  the  other  two  carriages  ?  Judgment  was  rendered 
on  the  verdict  in  defendants'  favor,  and  plaintiff  appealed. 

Frederick  A,  TedU^  for  the  appellant. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  Wickham  <&  Farvy 
and  oral  argument  by  James  Wickham. 

Marshall,  J.  The  action  was  on  contract.  The  amount 
involved,  exclusive  of  costs,  as  the  cause  is  presented  in  this 
court,  is  $85.  Appellant  claims  that  the  court  erred  in  hold- 
ing that  the  contract  to  sell  and  deliver  to  defendants  three 
carriages  was  entire.  Whether  that  be  right  or  not  rules 
the  question  of  whether  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  for 
the  one  carriage  which  was  delivered  to  defendants.  There 
is  no  other  controversy  on  this  appeal. 

An  appeal  involving  less  than  $100  exclusive  of  costs,  in 
such  an  action  as  this,  is  not  allowed  by  statute,  except  on  a 
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certificate  submitting  to  this  court,  on  a  statement  of  facts, 
difficult  questions  of  law  for  its  decision.  Stats.  1898,  sec.  3047. 
If  an  appeal  be  taken  in  a  case  requiring  the  certificate  men- 
tioned in  order  to  make  it  appealable,  and  such  certificate  be 
absent,  this  court  does  not  obtain  jurisdiction  to  entertain 
such  appeal.  Hefnk  v.  Baumann^  100  Wis.  28.  This  appeal 
comes  within  that  rule  and  must  therefore  be  dismissed. 
By  the  Oowrt. — The  appeal  is  dismissed. 
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The  Noethwestern  Fuel  Oompant,  Eespondent^  vs.  Lee, 

*  Garnishee,  Appellant. 

February  t4 — March  Uh  1899. 

<1)  Appeal:  Findings.    (3, 8)  Corporations:  Sale  of  assets:  Authority  of 
president    (4)  Oamishment:  Property  subject  to  execution:  Appeal, 

1.  The  findings  of  the  trial  court  wiU  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal  where 

there  is  evidence  to  support  them  and  no  preponderance  of  OTldenoe 
against  them. 

2.  A  corporation  may,  by  its  acts  and  methods  of  conducting  its  busi- 

ness, so  far  as  third  persons  are  concerned,  as  effectually  clothe  its 
officers  with  authority  to  manage,  and  even  close  out  its  business, 
as  though  a  formal  vote  of  record  were  taken. 
a  A  sale  of  personal  property,  constituting  a  closing  out  of  the  business 
of  a  corporation,  accompanied  by  delivery  of  possession,  is  sustained 
in  this  case,  although  made  by  the  president  without  the  formal 
sanction  of  the  board  of  directors,  it  appearing  that  the  articles  of 
organization  expressly  provided  that  the  president  should  have  the 
general  direction,  management,  and  control  of  the  property,  affairs, 
and  business  of  the  company,  subject  to  the  direction  of  the  board 
of  directors;  that  during  the  entire  existence  of  the  corporation  he 
had  conducted  its  affairs  as  chief  managing  officer;  that  the  board 
of  directors  either  knew  of  the  transaction  or  did  not  know  because 
they  intrusted  everything  to  the  president;  and  that  they  took  no 
steps  to  disaffirm  it,  even  when  garnishment  proceedings  had  been 
instituted  against  the  purchaser  by  a  creditor  of  the  corporation. 
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4  An  objection  to  garnishment^  proceedings  on  the  ground  that  the 
principal  defendant  had  property  subject  to  execution  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  plaintiff's  claim  cannot  be  raised  for  the  first  time  in 
the  supreme  court. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Eau  Claire 
county:  James  O'Neill,  Circtiit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

The  plaintiff  brought  an  action  against  the  defendant,  and 
summoned  G.  S.  Zee  as  garnishee.  ^  The  defendant  defaulted, 
and  the  garnishee  answered,  denying  liability.  Issue  was 
taken  upon  the  answer  so  made,  and  upon  the  trial  the  court 
made  findings  in  favor  of  plaintiff,  and  entered  judgment 
against  the  garnishee,  from  which  this  appeal  is  taken.    • 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Frawley^  Bundy 
cfe  WUcoXy  and  oral  argument  by  G.  T.  Bwidy.  They  argued, 
among  other  things,  that  the  president  of  a  corporation  could 
sell  the  company's  assets  only  in  the  usual  course  of  busi- 
ness. 3  Thompson,  Corp.  §  3982;  4  id.  §  4632;  StoTces  v. 
N.  J.  Pottery  Co.  46  N.  J.  Law,  237;  Hoyt  v.  Thompson^  5 
N.  T.  327;  WdhDortK  Go.  Bcmh  v.  Fa/nnera'  L.  <&  T.  Go.  14 
Wis.  325,  330.  Even  the  board  of  directors  cannot  sell  the 
assets  and  business  without  the  consent  of  the  stockholders. 
3  Thompson,  Corp.  §  3983.  A  board  of  directors  cannot  act 
except  when  in  session  as  a  board,  nor  can  the  directors  rat- 
ify an  act  done  by  such  directors  in  their  individual  capaci- 
ties. 3  Thompson,  Corp.  §  3905 ;  Baldwin  v.  GanfieLd^  26 
Minn.  43. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Wickham  <&  Farr^ 
and  oral  argument  by  Ja/mea  WicJcha/m,. 

Baedbbn,  J.  The  findings  are  vigorously  attacked  on  the 
ground  that  they  are  not  supported  by  the  weight  of  the 
evidence.  The  chief  question  litigated  on  the  trial  was 
whether  the  garnishee  had  in  fact  purchased  of  the  defend- 
ant certain  personal  property,  consisting  of  coal,  sheds,  of- 
fice, safe,  office  furniture,  wagons,  etc.,  of  which  he  held  pos- 
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session  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  garnishee  summons. 
The  testimony  was  chiefly  given  by  the  garnishee  and  F.  D. 
Sullivan,  who  had  been  the  president  and  chief  managing 
officer  of  the  defendant  company.  Both  admit  that  Lee 
made  a  proposition  to  purchase  this  property,  but  they  insist 
that  the  deal  was  never  consummated.  Neither  of  the  wit- 
nesses was  frank  and  outspoken  in  giving  his  testimony. 
They  dodged  and  hedged  in  every  way  possible,  and  made 
evasive  and  shuffling  answers  to  very  many  of  the  questions 
put  to  them.  The  court  evidently  believed  that  they  were 
impeached  by  the  surrounding  facts  and  circumstances. 
Were  the  case  to  stand  upon  the  naked  assertions  of  these 
two  witnesses,  it  would  be  difficult  to  support  the  conclusion 
arrived  at  by  the  circuit  judge;  but,  when  viewed  in  the 
light  of  the  attendant  facts  and  circumstances,  we  do  not 
feel  justified  in  disturbing  it.  Considering  the  reluctance 
of  the  witnesses  in  answering  questions,  the  shifty  and  eva- 
sive answers  given,  and  the  contradictions  found  in  the  testi- 
mony of  Mr.  Lee^  we  can  readily  see  how  the  trial  judge 
felt  obliged  to  discredit  the  statements  made,  and  to  give 
weight  to  the  other  facts  which  put  such  testimony  in  dis- 
pute. The  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Marshall  in  Senour 
Mfg,  Co,  V.  Clarke^  96  Wis.  469,  seems  especially  applicable 
to  this  case:  "The  trial  judge  has  an  opportunity  of  seeing 
and  hearing  the  witnesses,  observing  their  manner  while 
testifying,  and  the  benefit  of  many  aids,  of  a  persuasve  char- 
acter, calculated  to  materially  assist  in  drawing  correct  in- 
ferences in  regard  to  the  facts,  that  cannot  be  preserved  for 
the  benefit  of  the  appellate  court;  hence,  the  justice  of  the 
rule  that  such  inferences  will  not  be  displaced  by  others 
drawn  by  such  appellate  court,  unless  the  former  are  against 
the  clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  is  apparent,  and 
why  it  should  be  firmly  adhered  to  is  also  manifest."  It  is 
unnecessary  to  run  over  in  detail  the  testimony  to  be  found 
in  the  record  to  support  the  findings.    It  is  sufficient  to  say 
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that  we  find  evidence  to  support  them,  and  no  clear  prepon- 
derance against  them. 

It  is  especially  urged  that  the  evidence  fails  to  show  any 
authority  of  record,  from  either  the  stockholders  or  board 
of  directors  of  the  defendant,  to  the  president,  to  close  out 
the  property  of  the  corporation  in  the  manner  claimed  in 
this  case.    There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  general  rule  that 
a  president  of  a  corporation,  by  virtue  of  his  official  position, 
can  only  sell  its  assets  in  the  usual  and  ordinary  course  of 
business.    But  a  corporation  may,  by  its  acts  and  the  meth- 
ods of  conducting  its  business,  so  far  as  third  persons  are 
<x)ncerned,  as  effectually  clothe  its  agents  with  authority  to 
handle,  and  even  close  out,  its  business,  as  though  a  formal 
vote  of  record  were  taken.    It  appears  that  the  president, 
by  the  articles  of  organization,  was  expressly  clothed  with 
extraordinary  powers  in  managing  the  business  of  the  cor- 
poration.   Article  6  says,  in  effect,  that  the  president  shall 
have  the  general  direction,  management,  and  control  of  the 
property,  affairs,  and  business  of  the  company,  subject  to 
the  direction  of  the  board  of  directors.    From  the  inception 
of  business  down  to  the  time  of  the  alleged  sale  to  Lee^  Sulli- 
van had  been  the  head  and  front  of  the  corporation,  and  had 
conducted  its  affairs  and  handled  its  business  as  the  chief 
managing  officer.    It  is  in  proof  that  Lee^%  proposition  to 
purchase  the  property  in  question  had  been  talked  over 
by  the  board  of  directors.    There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that 
they  were  informed  of  the  proposition,  and  that  the  matter 
was  considered  by  them,  although  no  formal  record  was 
made  of  the  action  taken.    This  seems  to  be  quite  in  accord 
with  their  usual  practices.     Sullivan  was  the  moving  spirit, 
and  conducted  the  business  and  handled  the  affairs  of  the 
company  without  any  limitation  as  to  his  authority  from 
the  board.    We  find  that,  very  soon  after  Lee^s  proposition 
was  talked  over  by  the  board,  Sullivan  bills  to  him  several 
full  car  loads  of  coal  they  had  recently  purchased,  and  Lee 
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enters  into  possession  of  the  property.  He  sells  the  coal, 
holds  possession  of  the  office,  and  shortly  before  the  service 
of  the  garnishee  process  pays  over  to  the  corporation  some 
$1,200  or  more,  in  pursuance  of  fhe  terms  of  his  proposition 
to  purchase.  If  the  board  did  not  know  of  this  deal,  it  was 
because  they  were  intrusting  everything  to  Sullivan ;  and, 
if  they  proposed  to  disaffirm  the  sale  to  Lee^  it  was  their 
duty  to  act  promptly.  No  such  action  was  taken,  and  to 
this  day  the  corporation  has  not  attempted  to  rescind  the 
deaL  They  might  have  appeared  in  this  proceeding  and 
contested  the  matter;  but  they  remained  quiescent,  and  have 
left  Lee  and  Sullivan  to  fight  their  battles.  Considering  the 
extraordinary  powers  vested  in  the  president,  and  the  man- 
ner in  which  he  was  permitted  to  conduct  the  business  and 
handle  the  affairs  of  the  company,  we  are  satisfied  that  the 
rules  laid  down  in  Fard  v.  IIIU,  92  Wis.  188;  John  K  Far- 
weU  Co.  V.  Wol/j  96  Wis.  10 ;  and  McElroy  v.  Minnesota  P. 
H.  Co.  96  Wis.  317,  are  applicable  here,  and  fully  sustain 
the  conclusion  of  the  trial  court. 

The  court  having  found  that  there  was  a  sale  of  this  prop- 
erty to  Lee^  which  finding  we  have  sustained,  it  becomes  im- 
material to  inquire  whether  there  was  certain  coal  turned 
out  to  him  to  pay  the  Holm  order.  Whatever  was  done  in 
that  regard  was  done  subsequent  to  the  alleged  sale.  The 
fact  that  the  company  gave  an  order  on  the  garnishee  to 
Holm  is  confirmatory  of  the  theory  of  a  sale.  At  the  time 
of  the  service  of  the  garnishee  summons,  Lee  had  coal  which 
he  afterwards  sold  for  $356.72.  This  was  $143.08  more  than 
the  Holm  order,  and  which,  with  the  purchase  price  of  the 
other  property,  is  more  than  the  amount  of  plaintiff's  judg- 
ment. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  court  should  have  dismissed 
the  proceeding  because  the  evidence  showed  that  the  defend- 
ant had  property  subject  to  execution  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
plaintiff's  claim.    There  is  no  motion  to  dismiss  the  garnishee 
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proceedings  that  we  cto  find  in  the  printed  case,  and  no  rul- 
ing of  the  court  is  preserved  from  which  we  can  infer  that 
such  a  motion  was  made.  If  any  such  motion  was  made,  we 
are  unable  to  find  any  record  of  it,  and  without  it  we  find 
no  necessity  for  ruling  on  that  question.  If  such  a  motion 
was  in  fact  made,  the  evidence  as  to  the  property  possessed 
by  defendant  is  so  unsatisfactory  that  we  are  not  able  to  say 
that  the  court  abused  its  privilege  in  denying  it 

By  the  Cov/rt —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


Thb  State  ex  eel.  Baebeb,  Appellant^  vs.  MoBain,  Clerk, 

etc.,  Bespondent. 

February  ^4 — March  I4, 1899, 
Terms  of  court:  Final  adjournment:  Potoers  of  cUrk, 

1.  The  term  of  office  of  a  circuit  judge  expired  on  Monday,  January  Sd. 

On  the  preceding  Thursday,  December  80th,  he  instructed  the 
clerk  to  hold  open  the  current  term  of  court  during  the  ensuing 
two  days  and  until  the  expiration  of  his  said  term  of  office,  and 
that  then  the  business  of  the  term  would  be  concluded  and  the 
term  would  stand  adjourned.  Heldt  that  this  was  not  a  direction 
to  the  clerk  to  enter  a  final  adjournment 

2.  Final  adjournment  of  a  term  of  court  is  a  judicial  aot>  requiring  the 

presence  of  the  court,  and  power  to  perform  it  cannot  be  delegated 
to  the  clerk. 

8.  Where  the  court  has  merely  directed  that  a  term  be  held  open,  with- 
out adjournment  to  any  specific  day,  and  the  judge  thereafter  fails 
to  attend,  the  clerk  has  no  power,  under  sea  2573,  Stats.  1898,  to 
enter  a  final  adjournment.  The  power  given  by  that  section  is  to 
be  exercised  only  within  the  exact  conditions  there  prescribed, 
that  is,  when  the  judge  fails  to  attend  at  the  time  fixed  by  law  for 
holding  the  term,  and  for  three  days  thereafter,  or  when  he  so  fails 
to  attend  on  a  day  during  the  term  which  has  been  fixed  by  an  ad- 
journment thereta 

4  Under  sec.  2572,  Stata  1898,  a  term  of  court  does  not  come  to  an  end 
by  failure  to  adjourn  to  a  specific  time,  but  once  commenced  it 
continues  until  terminated  by  an  affirmative  judicial  act  or  by  the 
commencement  of  a  new  term. 
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Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Eau  Claire 
county:  James  O'Neill,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

The  relator  was  plaintiff  in  a  suit  to  close  up  a  corporation 
from  which  he,  a  stockholder,  had  received  certain  security 
for  advances.  On  December  30,  1897,  order  and  judgment 
was  entered  allowing  final  account  of  the  receiver,  sustain- 
ing plaintiff's  security,  and  directing  distribution  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  assets  amongst  creditors.  The  next  regular  term 
of  that  court  commenced  the  third  Monday  of  March.  It 
had  been  a  custom  of  the  judge  to  keep  the  term  in  Eau 
Claire  county  open,  so  that  court  business  could  be  done  at 
any  time,  and  this  was  accomplished  by  a  direction  to  the 
clerk  simply  *Ho  hold  the  court  open."  The  term  of  the 
then  circuit  judge  (Bailey)  expired  on  Monday  the  3d  of 
January.  He  had  ten  days  previously  announced  to  the  bar 
that  he  should  adjourn  the  court  for  the  term  at  the  expira- 
tion of  his  term  of  office.  On  December  30th,  at  the  close 
of  business,  he  gave  certain  instructions  to  the  clerk,  as  to 
which  he  and  the  clerk,  in  affidavits  now  made,  differ.  He 
states  that  his  instructions  were  "to  hold  said  term  open 
during  Friday  and  Saturday,  being  the  31st  of  December, 
1897,  and  the  first  day  of  January,  1898,  and  until  the  ex- 
piration of  affiant's  term  of  office,  and  that  then  the  business 
of  the  term  would  be  concluded  and  the  term  would  stand 
adjourned."  The  clerk  states  the  judge's  instructions  to 
have  been:  "Hold  it  open  just  as  we  have  done.  I  will  be 
here  to-morrow  and  Saturday."  The  entry  on  the  records 
is  the  usual  one:  "Court  held  open."  Judge  Bailey  did  not 
attend  or  hold  court  either  Friday  or  Saturday.  On  Janu- 
ary 18, 1898,  the  then  circuit  judge  (O'JSTeill)  made  an  order 
to  show  cause,  returnable  before  said  court  on  February  1st, 
why  that  judgment  and  certain  orders  should  not  be  vacated 
and  set  aside,  and  amendments  and  changes  in  pleadings  be 
permitted,  practically  reopening  the  whole  matter,  upon 
which  order  to  show  cause  the  said  judgment  and  order  have 
been  fully  vacated,  and  various  proceedings  since  had.    The 
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prayer  to  the  circuit  court  was  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  com- 
manding the  respondent,  as  clerk,  to  enter  and  record  a  final 
adjournment  of  said  December  term,  1897,  on  the  minutes 
of  said  court,  nunc  pro  tunc  as  of  some  date  which  the  court 
should  direct,  prior  to  the  18th  day  of  January,  1898,  as  pro- 
vided bv  section  2573  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Wisconsin, 
or  show  cause  to  the  contrary. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Fromley^  Bundy 
<&  WUcoXj  and  oral  argument  by  G.  T.  Biindy.  They  argued, 
among  other  things,  that  if  a  judge  adjourns  the  court  with- 
out fixing  any  time  for  it  to  reconvene,  it  cannot  again  con- 
vene before  the  next  regular  term.  12  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
of  Law,  296;  People  v.  Sanchez,  24  Cal.  17;  Wight  v.  Wahl- 
haum,  39  HI.  554;  People  v.  Bradwdl^  2  Cow.  445;  Irwin  v. 
Irwin,  2  Okl.  180;  In  re  McClasJcey,  2  Okl.  568;  In  re  Ter- 
rill,  52  Kan.  29.  An  adjournment  must  be  either  without 
day  or  to  a  day  certain.  1  Ency.  of  PI.  &  Pr.  243 ;  Johnson 
V.  Bailway  Go.  47  Ohio  St.  318.  The  power  to  adjourn  a 
court  is  a  judicial  power  which  cannot  be  exercised  by  the 
clerk  without  statutory  authority.  6  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of 
Law  (2d  ed.),  135, 136,  note ;  1  Ency.  of  PI.  &  Pr.  241 ;  Irwin 
V.  Irwin,  2  Okl.  180;  In  re  TerriU,  52  Kan.  29. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  I".  M,  Miner  and 
Fleming  <&  Blv/m,  attorneys,  and  Olin  &  BuUer,  of  counsel, 
and  oral  argument  by  JET.  Z,  BuUer. 

Dodge,  J.  Appellant  apparently  makes  three  contentions : 
First,  that  the  direction  of  the  court  given  on  December 
30th  made  it  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  enter  on  the  record  a 
final  adjournment  upon  January  1st;  second,  that  the  stat- 
ute (sec.  2573,  K.  S.  1878)  made  it  the  duty  of  the  clerk, 
upon  nonappearance  of  the  judge  either  on  December  31st 
or  January  Ist,  to  enter  daily  adjournments  for  three  days, 
and  then  to  finally  adjourn  the  term ;  third,  that  by  failure 
of  the  court  to  adjourn  to  a  specific  time  the  term  came  to 
Vou  103—28 
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an  end.  Without  stopping  now  to  discuss  whether  any, 
and,  if  so,  what,  of  these  contentions,  if  sustained,  would 
support  the  relief  prayed,  namely,  Tnamdamym  commanding 
the  clerk  to  enter  and  record  a  final  adjournment  on  some 
date  prior  to  January  18th,  we  will  consider  these  several 
positions. 

1.  The  petition,  with  the  attached  afSdavits  made  part 
thereof,  does  not  support  appellant's  first  contention,  as  a 
fact.  The  utmost  force  that  can  be  given  to  Judge  Bailby's 
own  statement  of  what  transpired  only  establishes  that  the 
clerk  was  instructed  to  make  entry  holding  the  court  open 
for  the  ensuing  two  days,  with  the  expectation  that  the  court 
would  then  be  present,  accompanied  by  a  declaration  that 
the  judge  on  December  30th  had  a  purpose  to  finally  ad- 
journ the  term  on  January  1st.  Final  adjournment  is  a 
judicial  act,  requiring  the  presence  of  the  court  to  perform; 
and,  as  the  court  was  not  sitting  on  the  1st  of  January,  such 
judicial  act  could  not  have  been  performed.  Many  of  the 
authorities  hold  that  power  to  perform  such  act  cannot  be 
delegated  to  the  clerk;  so  that,  even  had  Judge  Bailey  on 
December  30th  definitely  instructed  the  clerk  to  finally 
adjourn  the  term  on  January  1st,  it  would  not  have  been 
effective  to  authorize  such  act.  In  re  TerriU^  52  Kan.  29 ; 
In  re  McClasTcey^  2  Okl.  568. 

2.  The  second  contention  of  appellant  also  fails  of  sup- 
port in  the  facts  allegei  Sec.  2573,  of  course  enacted  for 
the  purpose  of  preventing  the  failure  of  a  term,  confers 
power  on  the  clerk  only  to  enter  a  final  adjournment,  first, 
when  the  judge  fails  to  attend  at  the  time  fixed  by  law  for 
holding  the  term  of  court  and  for  three  days  thereafter, 
and,  secondly  when  he  so  fails  to  attend  on  a  day  during 
the  term  which  has  been  fixed  by  an  adjournment  thereto. 
Neither  of  these  conditions  is  here  present.  The  court  had 
not  adjourned  to  a  specific  day,  but  had  merely  made  an 
order,  now  become  entirely  customary  with  our  courts  and 
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with  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  that  the  term  be  "  held 
open,"  the  effect  of  which  is  merely  that  the  adjournment 
is  to  a  time  to  be  fixed  in  the  future  according  to  the  exi- 
gencies of  business.  East  Tenn.  L  <&  0.  Co.  v.  Wiggin^  68 
Fed.  Eep.  446 ;  Ha/rrison  v.  German-Am,  F,  Ins.  Co.  90  Fed. 
Eep.  T58,  762.  This  statutory  power  of  the  clerk  to  thus 
exercise  the  judicial  function  in  putting  an  end  to  the  exist- 
ence of  the  court  until  the  next  term  is  an  extreme  one,  and 
is  to  be  exercised  only  within  the  exact  conditions  prescribed 
by  the  statute,  which  clearly  contemplates  a  situation  analo- 
gous to  the  commencement  of  a  term  by  law,  and  a  similar 
failure  of  the  judge  to  be  present  at  an  appointed  time,  in 
order  to  confer  this  authority  on  the  clerk. 

3.  The  proposition  that,  unless  a  term  of  court  is  kept 
alive  by  adjournment  from  one  day  to  another,  the  court 
goes  down  for  that  term  and  can  have  no  business  existence 
again  until  revived  by  the  commencement  of  a  new  term,  is 
expressly  negatived  in  Wisconsin  by  sec.  2572,  which  pro- 
vides that  no  omission  to  adjourn  from  day  to  day,  previous 
to  final  adjournment,  shall  vitiate  any  proceedings  in  such 
court.  The  same  conclusion  has  been  reached  by  other  courts 
without  such  legislation.  ScJiofidd  v.  Horse  Springs  C  Co, 
65  Fed.  Eep.  433;  People  v.  SuUvocm,  115  N.  Y.  185;  In  re 
Doasett^  2  Okl.  369.  According  to  modem  policy  and  meth- 
ods, a  term  of  court,  having  been  duly  commenced,  contin- 
ues until  the  court  itself,  by  an  a£9rmative  judicial  act, 
terminates  it,  or  until  the  next  term.  Freeman,  Judgments, 
§  90;  Hwms  v.  Bowie,  148  U.  S.  245;  SohojieLd  v.  Horse 
Springs  C.  Go,,  supra;  Union  Pacific  R.  Go.  v.  Hand,  7  Kan. 
380.  In  deference  to  modern  methods  of  business  in.  court, 
involving  in  many  jurisdictions  the  combination  of  equitable 
and  legal  proceedings,  the  term  of  court  has  come  to  mean 
a  period  of  time  within  which  there  may  be  many  sessions, 
while  anciently  it  ineant  a  single  session,  indeed,  originally, 
a  single  day,  which  in  order  to  meet  the  demands  of  busi- 
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ness  was  enlarged  ia  fact  to  several,  although  in  theory  the 
single  day  extended  over  the  whole  sitting.  No  state  has 
gone  farther  than  Wisconsin  in  its  legislation  to  indicate  a 
policy  of  vesting  in  its  courts  complete  discretion  and  con- 
trol over  the  times  and  methods  of  conducting  their  business, 
and  of  relieving  them  from  technical  restrictions  thereon. 
Sees.  2422a,  2427,  2428,  2429,  2572,  2573,  Stats.  1898,  and 
many  others,  evince  such  policy; -and  it  may  safely  be  said 
that  between  the  legal  commencement  of  the  term,  and  the 
time  when  it  is  expressly  terminated  by  a  judicial  determina- 
tion or  by  the  commencement  of  a  new  term,  the  power  of 
the  court  over  the  time  when,  and  the  manner  in  which, 
business  before  it  shall  be  conducted,  is  complete  {Barrett  v. 
State,  1  Wis.  175 ;  Qrem  v.  Morse  [Neb.],  77  N.  W.  Rep.  925), 
with  only  the  limitation  that  if  such  power  is  abused  to  the 
prejudice  of  a  litigant  error  may  be  predicated  thereon  and 
may  be  reviewed  and  corrected. 

The  petition  does  not  show  that  the  December  term  of  the 
Eau  Claire  circuit  court  had  been  finally  adjourned,  either 
by  the  court,  or  by  the  clerk  under  circumstances  authoriz- 
ing him  to  do  so;  and  for  that  reason,  without  considering 
others,  the  action  of  the  court  in  quashing  the  alternative 
writ  was  proper. 

By  the  Court. —  Order  quashing  alternative  writ  of  Tnan- 
damica  is  af&rmed. 
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Oabboll,  Appellant,  vs.  Fethebs  and  others,  Eespondents. 

JPe&ruary  t4— March  14, 1899, 

Pleading:  Amendment  during  trial:  Discretion:  Evidence:  Election  he- 

ttoeen  remedies:  Waiver  of  torU 

1.  In  a  tort  action  for  the  conversion  of  money  it  is  held  not  to  have 
been  an  abuse  of  discretion  to  aUow  defendants  to  amend  their  an- 
swer during  the  trial  so  as  to  aUege  that  in  a  former  action  (which 
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had  been  dismissed  because  plaintiff  declined  to  bring  in  another 
defendant)  plaintiff  had  sought,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts, 
to  recover  the  identical  sum  of  money  upon  an  implied  contract  as 
for  money  had  and  received,  and  had  thereby  waived  the  tort, — 
it  appearing,  among  other  things,  that  plaintiff  had  greatly  delayed 
the  prosecution  of  the  tort  action,  that  an  order  dismissing  it  for 
want  of  prosecution  had  been  set  aside  as  a  matter  of  favor  to  him, 
and  that  the  amendment  could  not  operate  as  a  surprise. 

2.  In  an  action  for  the  wrongful  conversion  of  money,  under  an  answer 

denying  such  conversion,  the  record  of  a  former  action  brought  by 

plaintiff  to  recover  the  same  money  upon  an  implied  contract  as  for 

money  had  and  received  was  admissible  to  show  that  the  conver- 

•   sion  had  been  waived. 

8.  One  who,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  sues  to  recover  money 
upon  an  implied  contract  as  for  money  had  and  received  thereby 
waives  all  right  to  bring  a  subsequent  action  on  the  theory  that  the 
money  was  wrongfully  converted. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Wal- 
worth county :  Frank  M.  Fish,  Circuit  Judge,    Affirmed, 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Joseph  B.  Doe^  at- 
torney, and  Charles  W,  Fdker^  of  counsel,  and  oral  argu- 
ment by  Mr.  Felker.  They  argued,  inter  alia,  that  the 
amendment  is  a  plea  in  abatement,  and  was  not  pleaded  in 
its  proper  order,  and  could  not  be  joined  with  a  plea  in  bar. 
Brown  Co.  v.  Van  Stralen,  46  Wis.  675,  677;  1  Chitty,  PI. 
(11th  Am.  ed.),  446;  Johnson  v,  Wilson^  1  Pin.  65;  Reifv, 
Paige,  55  Wis.  496,  502;  Hooker  v.  Oreene,  50  Wis.  271,  276; 
St.  Clara  F.  Academy  v.  iT.  W.  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  101  Wis.  464 ; 
Vincent  v.  Sta/rks,  45  Wis.  458,  460;  Dutcher  v.  Butcher,  39 
Wis.  651,  660.  To  permit  it  to  be  set  up  after  plaintiff  had 
rested  at  the  trial  was  an  abuse  of  discretion.  Fogarty  v. 
Horrigan,  28  Wis.  142;  Sweet  v.  Mitchell,  19  Wis.  624;  Bole 
V.  Northrujp,  19  Wis.  249;  O'Cormor  v.  C.  <6  -ZT.  W.  R.  Co. 
92  Wis.  612;  Morgan,  v.  Bishcfp,  61  Wis.  407;  Smith  v  Bra- 
gert,  6i  Wis.  222. 

Charlies  Qtcarles^  of  counsel,  for  the  respondents. 
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Oassodat,  0.  J.  This  action  was  commenced  March  24, 
1891,  to  recover  $5,550,  alleged  to  have  been  money  belong- 
ing to  the  plaintiff,  and  paid  to  the  firm  composed  of  the 
defendants,  April  9,  1889,  and  by  them  "unlawfully  and 
wrongfully  converted  and  disposed  of  .  .  .  to  their  own 
use."  Judgment  was  demanded  for  that  amount  as  dam- 
ages, with  interest  thereon  from  April  9,  1889. 

The  case  turns  upon  the  question  whether  the  fact  that 
this  plaintiff,  in  a  former  action  against  these  defendants 
for  the  same,  money,  waived  the' tort  and  sought  to  recover 
the  money  upon  an  implied  contract,  is  a  bar  to  this  action. 
The  facts  in  regard  to  the  two  actions  are  evidenced  by  doc- 
uments in  the  record,  and  are  to  the  effect  that  for  some 
years  prior  to  April  9, 1889,  there  was  an  important  litiga- 
tion between  Carroll,  the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  and  one 
Little,  and  which  came  to  this  court,  and  is  reported  in  73 
Wis.  52.  ^  A.  Hyatt  Smith  was  the  attorney  of  record  for 
CarroU  in  that  action.  The  firm  of  the  defendants  were  of 
counsel  for  Carroll,  As  a  result  of  that  litigation,  Little, 
the  defendant  party,  paid  to  the  firm  of  the  defendants,  as 
such  counsel,  April  9, 1889,  about  $7,000.  The  defendants 
took  and  retained  out  of  that  sum  the  amount  of  their  dis- 
bursements and  their  charges,  which  are  conceded  to  have 
been  reasonable,  and  paid  the  balance  to  A.  Hyatt  Smith, 
who  was  Co/ttoWb  attorney  of  record.  On  September  29, 
1890,  the  plaintiff  commenced  an  action  against  the  defend- 
ants for  the  recovery  of  $5,550  of  the  money  eo  received  by 
them  April  9, 1889,  and  interest  thereon  from  that  date,  and 
alleged  in  his  complaint  that  on  that  day  he  demanded  pay- 
ment thereof  from  them,  which  payment  they  refused  to 
make.  The  defendants  answered  that  complaint  to  the  ef- 
fect the  facts  stated,  and  that,  after  taking  from  the  moneys 
so  received  their  charges  and  disbursements,  and  moneys 
paid  to  or  on  behalf  of  Ca/rroU^  they  paid  the  balance  of  the 
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money  so  received  by  them  to  A.  Hyatt  Smith,  as  the  attor- 
ney of  record  of  Ca/rroU^  and  alleged  that  Smith  was  a  nec- 
essary party  to  the  action,  and  prayed  that  he  be  made  such 
party  defendant.  On  December  15, 1890,  the  court  ordered 
that  the  summons  and  complaint  be  amended  by  making 
A.  Hyatt  Smith  a  party  defendant,  and  that  upon  the  fail- 
ure of  the  plaintiff,  Carroll^  to  so  amend,  the  action  should 
stand  dismissed.  The  plaintiff  failed  to  comply  with  such 
order,  and  so  that  action  was  dismissed,  and  the  costs  taxed, 
and  judgment  therefor  entered  thereon  in  favoi'  of  the  de- 
fendants accordingly. 

After  the  plaintiff  had  paid  such  judgment  for  costs,  he 
commenced  this  action  against  these  defendants,  March  24, 
1891,  for  the  unlawful  and  wrongful  conversion  and  disposal 
of  such  money,  as  stated.  On  April  9, 1891,  the  defendants 
answered  similarly  to  their  answer  in  the  former  .action, 
and  alleged  the  other  facts  stated,  and  that  A.  Hyatt  Smith, 
the  attorney  of  record  in  the  Little  suit,  and  to  whom  they 
paid  such  money,  wa3  a  necessary  party,  and  prayed  that 
he  be  made  such  party.  On  April  16,  1891,  the  defend- 
ants noticed  the  cause  for  trial.  On  April  18,  1891,  the 
court  ordered  that  A.  Hyatt  Smith  be  made  a  party  de- 
fendant. The  plaintiff  appealed  from  that  order,  and  the 
same  was  reversed  April  12, 1892.  Such  reversal  was  claimed 
in  this  court  on  the  ground  that  the  controversy  was  whether 
the  defendant  had  wrongly  converted  the  money;  that 
"  Smith  would  not  be  liable  for  the  conversion  of  his  code- 
fendants,  nor  would  they  be  liable  for  any  wrongful  con- 
version by  Smith,  as  they  acted  independently  of  each 
other."  This  court  held  that  Smith  was  ^improperly  made 
a  party,  because  the  case  was  not  within  the  statute  cited 
therein,*  but  was  an  action  "  to  recover  damages  for  the  un- 
lawful conversion  of  personal  property  "  (82  Wis.  69) ;  that 
a  ^*  wrongful  conversion  by  more  than  one  person  is  a  sev- 
eral, as  well  as  a  joint,  wrong,  and  the  injured  party  may 
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sue  one  or  more  of  the  wrongdoers  without  suing  them  all " 
(82  Wis.  70). 

At  the  November  term  of  the  circuit  court  for  1892,  the 
plaintiff  obtained  a  change  of  venue  to  Walworth  county 
by  reason  of  the  alleged  prejudice  of  the  judge.  The  de- 
fendants noticed  the  cause  for  trial  at  the  February  term, 
1893,  and  the  October  term,  1893.  At  that  term  the  cause 
was  tried  and  the  jury  disagreed.  The  defendants  noticed 
the  cause  for  trial  at  the  February  term  for  1894,  when  the 
plaintiff  procured  a  continuance.  Upon  an  order  on  the 
plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the  action  should  not  be  dis- 
missed for  want  of  prosecution,  the  same  was  dismissed, 
February  23,  1897,  and  a  judgment  was  thereupon  entered 
in  favor  of  the  defendants,  dismissing  the  action,  and  for 
taxable  costs.  Such  judgment,  and  order  on  which  it  was 
based,  were  set  aside  and  vacated  July  3, 1897.  The  plaint- 
iff for  the  first  time  after  November,  1892,  noticed  the  case 
for  trial  at  the  October  term  for  1897. 

The  cause  was  tried  for  a  second  time  November  1, 1897. 
Upon  that  trial  the  defendants  offered  in  evidence  the  records 
in  the  original  action  so  brought  by  the  plaintiff  against 
these  defendants,  including  the  order  requiring  the  plaintiff 
to  make  A.  Hyatt  Smith  a  party  defendant,  and  the  dis- 
missal of  that  action  for  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  comply 
with  that  order.  .  Such  records  were  so  offered  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  the  plaintiff  had  elected  to  waive  the 
tort  and  sue  on  an  implied  contract  to  recover  the  same 
money.  The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  admission  of  such 
records  upon  the  ground  that  such  defense  was  affirmative 
and  had  not  been  pleaded,  and  the  court  sustained  such  ob- 
jection. Thereupon  the  defendants  asked  and  obtained  leave 
of  the  court  to  amend  their  answer  by  alleging  the  records 
in  such  former  action  so  commenced  September  29, 1890,  and 
the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  there  sought  to  recover  the  iden- 
tical sum  of  money,  with  interest  thereon,  here  sought  to 
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be  recovered,  upon  an  implied  contract  as  for  money  had 
and  received,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  and  hence 
that  he  had  waived  any  and  all  claim  for  a  conversion  of 
the  money  or  other  wrongdoing.  Such  records  of  the  former 
action  were  thereupon  admitted. 

At  the  close  of  the  trial,  and  by  reason  of  the  plaintiff  in 
his  complaint  in  such  former  action  having  waived  the  al- 
leged tort  and  sued  for  the  same  money  upon  such  implied 
contract,  the  court  directed  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ants, and  from  the  judgment  entered  thereon  in  favor  of  the 
defendants  for  costs  the  plaintiff  brings  this  appeal. 

The  facts  recited  suggest  two  questions  for  consideration : 
1.  Was  it  an  abuse  of  discretion  to  allow  the  amendment  ? 
The  case  had  been  pending  for  more  than  six  years.  The 
original  cause  of  action  upon  implied  contract  was  barred  by 
the  statute.  During  that  time  the  plaintiff  had  noticed  the^ 
cause  for  trial  but  once,  and  that  was  five  years  before  tho 
last  trial.  During  that  time  the  defendants  had  noticed 
the  cause  for  trial  at  four  different  terms  of  the  court,  and 
eight  months  prior  to  that  trial  had  obtained  an  order  and 
judgment  dismissing  the  action  for  want  of  prosecution.  As 
a  matter  of  favor  to  the  plaintiff,  the  court,  in  its  discretion, 
set  aside  that  judgment  and  order  four  months  before  the 
last  trial.  The  amendment  to  the  answer  simply  allowed 
the  defendants  to  prove  a  record  made  by  the  plaintiff  him- 
self, and  which,  from  its  nature,  was  conclusive,  and  hence 
could  not  be  disproved.  The  amendment  of  the  answer, 
therefore,  did  not,  and  could  not,  operate  as  a  surprise  to  the 
plaintiff.  It  was  certainly  in  the  furtherance  of  justice  that 
the  plaintiff  should  abide  by  the  record  he  had  himself  made 
•in  the  controversy  over  this  same  money.  The  purpose  of 
the  statutes  is  that  controversies,  so  far  as  practicable,  should 
be  determined  upon  the  merits;  and  hence  the  trial  court 
was  required,  in  every  stage  of  the  action,  to  disregard  any 
error  or  defect  in  the  pleadings  or  proceedings  which  did 
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not  affect  the  substantial  rights  of  the  plaintiff.  B.  S.  1878, 
sec.  2829.  A  supposed  advantage,  by  reason  of  a  technical 
defect  in  the  answer,  whereby  such  records,  made  by  the 
plaintiff  himself,  might  have  been  kept  out  of  the  case,  can- 
not be  regarded  as  a  substantial  right  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
case  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  the  one  recently  de- 
cided by  this  court,  relied  upon  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff. 
St.  Clara  F.  Academy  v.  iT.  W.  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  101  Wis.  464. 
We  are  constrained  tp  hold  that  the  allowance  of  the  amend- 
ment, under  the  circumstances  stated,  was  not  an  abuse  of 
discretion. 

2.  We  reach  this  conclusion  the  more  readily  because,  in 
our  judgment,  such  record  evidence  was  admissible  without 
such  amendment.  The  original  answer  denied  the  alleged 
unlawful  and  wrongful  conversion  and  disposition  of  the 
money,  and  alleged  that  the  defendants  lawfully  delivered 
the  same  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney  of  record.  The  records 
so  admitted  conclusively  proved  that  the  plaintiff  had  waived 
such  unlawful  and  wrongful  conversion,  and  hence  that  the 
cause  of  action  alleged  no  longer  had  any  existence.  This 
court  has  held  that  an  unauthorized  contract  for  the  sale 
and  conveyance  of  land,  which,  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
facts,  had  been  ratified  by  the  owners,  barred  them  from 
maintaining  an  action  of  trespass  for  cutting  timber  upon 
the  land.  Warren  v.  Landry^  74  Wis.  144.  In  that  case  it 
was  claimed  that  proof  of  such  ratification  was  improperly 
made,  because  it  was  not  pleaded  in  Landry's  answer;  but 
it  was  held  that  the  proof  was  properly  admitted  under  the 
answer  of  the  other  defendants,  and  it  was  said  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  that,  "  besides,  we  are  inclined  to  think  it 
was  admissible  upon  that  answer,  since  it  tended  to  prove 
that  the  trespass  alleged  had  in  fact  been  waived  by  the 
plaintiffs."  Id.  152.  That  suggestion  is  fully  supported  by 
a  decision  in  New  York,  in  which  it  is  held  that  "  where  the 
owner  of  goods  wrongfully  taken  has  waived  the  tort  and 
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recovered  in  an  action  ex  contractu  against  some  of  the  tort 
feasors,  he  is  estopped  by  his  election  from  maintaining 
trover  and  conversion  against  the  others.  The  record  of 
such  former  recovery  may  in  an  action  for  conversion  be 
given  in  evidence  under  a  general  denial."  Terry  v.  Munger^ 
49  Hun,  560;  8.  C.  121  N.  Y.  161.  In  this  last  report 
of  the  case,  it  was  held,  in  effect,  that,  where  the  owner 
thus  elects  to  treat  the  transaction  as  a  sale,  the  title  to  the 
property  passes  to  the  wrongdoer;  that  proof  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  former  action,  with  full  knowledge  of  all 
the  facts,  is  just  as  conclusive  upon  the  question  of  election 
as  a  judgment  would  be.  When  it  becomes  necessary  to 
elect' between  inconsistent  rights  and  remedies,  the  election, 
when  made,  is  final,  and  cannot  be  reconsidered,  even  where 
no  injury  has  been  done  by  the  choice  or  would  result  from 
setting  it  aside.  See,  also,  Fowler  v,  Bowery  S.  Bank^  113 
K  Y.  450;  Conrow  v.  lAtUe,  115  N.  Y.  387,  393.  In  this 
last  case  it  was  held  that,  "  where  a  party  takes  legal  steps 
to  enforce  a  contract,  this  is  a  conclusive  election  not  to  re- 
scind on  account  of  anything  then  known  to  him."  So,  it 
has  been  held  in  Michigan  that  "  waiving  the  tort  of  a  con- 
version, and  suing  in  assurnpsity  amounts  to  an  election  to 
regard  the  defendant  as  owner  of  the  property  converted, 
and  estops  the  plaintiff  from  bringing  trover  against  the  de- 
fendant's vendee."  Jfidd  v.  BvHoUy  49  Mich.  53.  This 
court  has  held  that "  an  action  ex  contractu  to  recover  money 
paid  by  a  bank  to  defendant,  and  alleged  to  have  been  had 
and  received  by  him  to  the  use  of  plaintiff,  is  an  election  to 
ratify  and  affirm  the  payment,  and  precludes  a  subsequent 
action  to  recover  the  money  from  the  bank,  on  the  ground 
that  such  payment  was  unauthorized."  Oroolc  v.  First  Nat, 
Bank,  83  Wis.  32;  HUdebramd  v,  Tarhelly  97  Wis.  446.  That 
case  was  distinguished,  but  the  principle  here  applicable  was 
sanctioned,  in  Ba/nk  of  Zodi  v.  Waahhv/m  E.  Z.  cfe  P.  Co.  98 
Wis.  549.     See,  also,  Huganir  v.  Cotter ,  ante,  p.  323. 
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In  the  first  action  the  plaintiff  refused  to  comply  with  the 
order  making  A.  Hyatt  Smith  a  party  defendant,  and  so  sub- 
mitted to  the  dismissal  of  that  action,  and  then  commenced 
this  action  for  the  unlawful  and  wrongful  conversion  of  the 
money,  for  the  manifest  purpose  of  preventing  Smith  from 
being  made  a  party  to  this  action,  and  thus  to  avoid  a  con- 
troversy  with  him  as  to  whether  the  money  was  properly 
paid  over  to  him  by  the  defendants  or  not.  To  that  extent 
the  plaintiff  was  successful.  Carroll  v,  JFetherSy  82  Wis.  67. 
But  the  plaintiff  cannot  escape  the  effect  of  his  election  to 
waive  the  tort  and  sue  upon  implied  contract  in  the  first  ac- 
tion. That  that  was  an  action  upon  implied  contract  there 
can  be  no  question.  JRawson  Mfg,  Co.  v.  RichardSy  69  Wis. 
643;  Casgrain  v,  Hamilton^  92  Wis.  179.  That  this  is  an  ac- 
tion sounding  in  tort  has  been  expressly  determined.  Car- 
roll  V.  FetJierSy  aupra.    Such  determination  is  res  adjudicata. 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


102 144       SoHMESDAHL,  Appellant,  vs.  Jackson  and  others,  Bespond- 
15*^  ents. 

February  f 4 — March  14, 1899. 

Partnership:  Certificates  of  stock:  Assignment:  Ohattd  fnortgagea:  Oar- 
nishment:  Election  between  remedies:  Accounting. 

1.  Where  partners  have  by  agreement  used  certifioates  of  stock  to  indi- 

cate the  proportionate  interest  of  each  in  the  firm,  a  transferee  of 
such  certificates  does  not  become  a  member  of  the  firm,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  an  agreement  to  that  effect,  but  obtains  merely  the  right 
to  demand  an  accounting  and  to  receive  the  proportionate  share  of 
the  net  firm  property  after  such  accounting. 

2.  A  transfer,  as  coUateral  security,  of  certificates  of  stock  used  by 

partners  to  indicate  the  proportionate  interest  of  each  in  the  firm 
is  not  a  chattel  mortgage  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  2818,  Stats. 
1S98,  providing  for  the  filing  of  such  mortgage&    That  statute  ai> 
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plies  only  where  the  mortgaged  property  is  capable  of  manual 
delivery. 
S.  A  partner  whose  interest  in  the  firm  was  indicated  by  certificates  of 
stock  assigned  such  certificates,  either  absolutely  or  as  collateral 
security,  to  various  persons.  Afterwards,  by  bill  of  sale,  he  trans- 
ferred his  apparent  interest  in  the  partnership  to  an  innocent  pur- 
chaser, promising  to  deliver  the  certificates  in  a  few  days,  the 
consideration  to  be  paid  on  their  delivery;  and  the  purchaser  took 
possession  of  the  seller's  interest  Before  the  consideration  was 
paid  a  creditor  of  the  seller  garnished  the  purchaser,  and  she 
brought  the  agreed  price  into  court  The  assignees  of  the  certifi- 
cates were  interpleaded,  and  each  answered  claiming  a  share  of 
said  fund.  Hdd,  that  this  constituted  a  ratification  by  said  as- 
signees of  the  transfer  to  the  garnishee,  and  an  election  to  consider 
the  money  as  standing  in  place  of  their  interests  or  rights  in  the 
firm  assets.  The  rights  of  all  parties  might  therefore  be  properly 
adjusted  in  the  garnishment  action  without  an  accounting. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Kenosha 
county:  Fbank  M.  Fish,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

The  plaintiff  sued  Urban  J.  Lewis,  September  16,  1895, 
and  recovered  judgment  for  over  $5,000.  At  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  garnishee  process  was  served 
upon  Eda  Meinhardt,  who  immediately  made  answer,  and 
brought  into  court  moneys  and  securities  amounting  to 
$6,000,  and  an  order  was  made  interpleading  the  defendants 
Jackson  and  others  as  claimants  of  parts  of  said  fund  so 
brought  into  court.  The  interpleaxfed  defendants  made  their 
answers,  each  claiming  a  part  of  said  fund,  and  the  action 
was  tried  by  the  court.  The  facts  were  practically  undis- 
puted, and  were  as  follows : 

About  May  1,  1894,  Eda  Meinhardt,  the  garnishee,  who 
was  then  cashier  of  a  bank  at  Burlington,  Wisconsin,  and 
the  defendant  Urban  J.  Lewis,  who  was  then  cashier  of  the 
bank  of  Dan  Head  &  Co.,  at  Kenosha,  Wisconsin,  together 
with  two  other  capitalists,  entered  into  a  partnership,  with  the 
purpose  of  doing  a  banking  business  at  Antioch,  Lake  County, 
Illinois;  the  organization  of  the  enterprise  being  princi- 
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pally  intrusted  to  the  defendant  Lewis.  Lewis  contributed 
$6,000  to  the  capital  stock,  which  was  $12,000  in  all,  and 
,  caused  to  be  issued  certificates  of  stock,  which  on  their  face 
purported  to  be  stock  certificates  in  a  corporation  of  the  par 
value  of  $100  per  share,  and  had  an  assignment  in  blank 
upon  the  back.  The  other  partners  acquiesced  in  the  issuance 
of  these  certificates,  but  the  uncontradicted  evidence  is  that 
it  was  understood  between  the  members  of  the  firm  that 
they  were  not  transferable.  In  August,  1895,  the  bank  of 
Dan  Head  &  Co.  and  Urban  J.  Lewis  personally  were  finan- 
cially embarrassed,  and  the  garnishee  defendant,  Eda  Mein- 
hardt,  went  to  Kenosha,  August  26, 1895,  for  the  purpose  of 
buying  Lewis's  interest  in  the  Bank  of  Antiooh,  and  did  on 
that  day  purchase  his  apparent  interest  in  the  bank  for 
$6,000,  and  obtained  a  bill  of  sale  therefor.  Lewis  informed 
the  garnishee  that  he  could  not  deliver  the  certificates  of 
stock  at  that  time;  so  it  was  arranged  that  the  considera- 
tion should  be  paid  by  the  garnishee  later,  on  the  receipt  of 
the  certificates  of  stock,  which  Lewis  promised  to  send  to 
her. 

The  garnishee  testifies  that  she  had  no  knowledge  that 
Lewis  had  transferred  any  of  his  stock  at  that  time,  and 
there  is  no  testimony  to  the  contrary  of  this  fact.  The  con- 
sideration of  $6,000  was  to  be  paid  by  delivering  a  note  of 
the  bank  of  Dan  Head  &  Co.  for  $2,000,  an  opera-house  bond 
for  $500,  and  the  balance  of  $3,500  in  cash  on  receipt  of  the 
certificates  of  stock.  None  of  Lewis's  copartners  had  knowl- 
edge of  his  transfer  of  the  certificates  of  stock.  On  secur- 
ing a  bill  of  sale  the  garnishee  took  immediate  possession 
and  control  of  Lewis's  interest  in  the  partnership,  and  still 
has  such  possession.  Before  paying  any  of  the  consideration 
money,  the  garnishee  summons  in  this  action  was  served 
upon  her,  and  she  paid  into  court  $3,500,  and  also  delivered 
the  bond  and  note  referred  to  in  the  bill  of  sale. 

The  interpleaded  defendant  Jackson  holds  certificates, 
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issued  to  Lewis  and  assigned  to  hira,  amounting  to  $1,500, 
for  which  he  had  given  that  amount  of  cash  to  Lewis  to  in- 
vest in  the  Bank  of  Antioch.  The  defendant  Emilie  M.  HoU 
holds  nine  shares  of  said  so-called  stock  as  collateral  security 
for  the  payment  of  $875  due  her  from  the  bank  of  Dan  Head 
&  Co.  The  defendant  A.  A.  Prihnow  holds  five  shares  of 
said  stock  as  collateral  security  for  $500  loaned  by  him  to 
Lewis.  The  defendant  George  HaUy  as  assignee  of  Dan  Head 
&  Co.,  holds  thirteen  shares  of  said  stock  as  collateral  secu- 
rity for  a  loan  of  that  amount  by  said  Dan  Head  &  Co.  to 
Lewis.  The  defendant  John  Clauaon  holds  two  shares  of  said 
stock  as  collateral  security  for  a  debt  due  him  from  the  bank 
of  Dan  Head  &  Co. 

Upon  these  facts  the  circuit  court  ordered  that  the  various 
interpleaded  defendants  be  first  paid,  out  of  the  moneys  de- 
posited in  court  by  the  garnishee,  the  amounts  due  them  j 
respectively,  amounting  in  all  to  $4,400  with  costs,  before  j 
any  payment  be  made  out  of  said  funds  to  the  plaintiff;  and 
from  this  judgment  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  Palmer  <&  Gittings, 
and  oral  argument  by  W,  C.  Palmer. 

For  the  respondent  Jackson  there  was  a  brief  by  Lloyd  cfe 
McDowell;  for  other  respondents  a  brief  by  Cavam^agh  dk 
Fisher;  aud  the  cause  was  argued  orally  by  Peter  Fisher 
and  G.  P.  McDoweiU. 

TVmsLow,  J.  The  so-called  Bank  of  Antioch  was  a  part- 
nership, and  not  a  corporation,  and  hence  the  certificates  of 
stock  which  were  issued  were  not  in  fact  certificates  of  cor- 
porate stock  in  any  true  legal  sense ;  but  nevertheless  there 
was  nothing  to  prevent  the  partners,  if  they  so  agreed,  from 
using  such  certificates  to  indicate  the  proportionate  interests 
of  each  partner  in  the  firm.  Dv/rkee  v.  Si/ringhwm,  8  TVis.  1. 
It  is  well  understood  that  a  partner  may  sell  or  mortgage 
his  interest  without  consulting  his  copartners,  but  that  the 
assignee  does  not  become  a  partner  thereby,  but  acquires 


448         SUPEEME  COUET  OF  WISCONSIN".         [102 

Rommerdahl  vs.  Jackson  and  others 

only  a  right  to  reoeive,  upon  settlement  of  the  partnership 
business,  that  sum  which  would  have  been  due  to  his  as- 
signor or  mortgagor.  1  Lindley,  Partnership  (2d  Am.  ed.), 
363  et  8eq,  In  the  absence  of  an  agreement  to  that  effect, 
the  assignee  of  a  partner's  share  does  not  become  a  member 
of  the  firm  nor  the  owner  of  any  of  the  firm  property, "  but 
he  comes  into  nothing  more  than  an  interest  in  the  partner- 
ship, which  cannot  be  tangible,  cannot  be  made  available, 
or  be  delivered,  but  under  an  account  between  the  partner- 
ship and  the  partner,  and  it  is  an  item  in  the  account  that 
enough  must  be  left  for  the  partnership  debts."  Bank  v, 
CarroUton  Railroad,  11  Wall.  624. 

In  the  present  case  the  undisputed  testimony  is  that  the 
original  parties  to  the  partnership  agreed  that  the  certificates 
of  stock  should  not  be  transferable. 

Thus  the  assignees  of  Lewis,  who  received  the  certificates 
of  stock  either  by  way  of  purchase  or  as  collateral  to  an 
indebtedness,  became  entitled  thereby  to  a  mere  right  to 
demand  an  accounting  and  to  receive  their  proportionate 
shares  of  the  net  firm  property  after  such  accounting.  This 
intangible  right,  however,  they  did  become  entitled  to,  as 
against  the  remaining  partners,  unless,  indeed,  there  is  ground 
for  holding  that  such  transfers,  which  were  made  by  way  of 
collateral  security  for  debts,  amounted  to  chattel  mortgages, 
and  hence  were  void  as  to  third  persons  because  not  filed 
in  the  office  required  by  law.  This  claim,  however,  is  not 
tenable.  The  chattel  mortgage  statute  refers  only  to  per- 
sonal property  capable  of  delivery,  as  its  words  clearly  in- 
dicate, and  not  to  a  defeasible  assignment  of  a  mere  right 
or  chose  in  action.  This  principle  is  well  settled.  Jones, 
Chattel  Mortgages  (4th  ed.),  §  278,  and  authorities  cited.  As 
said  in  the  quotation  from  the  United  States  supreme  court 
hereinbefore  contained,  the  right  which  these  assignees  ob- 
tained is  one  which  cannot  "  be  tangible,  cannot  be  made 
available,  or  be  delivered."  It  has  been  held  that  assign- 
ments, by  way  of  security  for  debt,  of  mere  rights  or  choses 
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in  action,  such  as  rights  under  a  lease,  or  an  insurance  policy, 
or  certificates  of  corporate  stock,  or  a  legacy,  or  a  judgment, 
or  an  open  account,  are  chattel  mortgages  in  effect,  but  are 
not  the  chattel  mortgages  which  are  covered  by  the  registry 
statutes,  because  these  statutes  only  apply  where  the  mort- 
gaged property  is  capable  of  manual  delivery.  Stats.  1898, 
sec.  2313 ;  Lawrence  v.  MoKemie^  88  Iowa,  432,  and  cases  cited 
in  opinion. 

The  inevitable  conclusion  is  that  the  transfers  made  by 
Lewis  of  his  certificates  of  stock  to  the  various  interpleaded 
defendants,  whether  absolute  or  as  collateral  security,  gave 
to  each  assignee  the  equitable  right  above  defined,  and  that 
such  transfers  were  good,  even  as  against  attaching  cred- 
itors of  Lewis,  though  not  recorded  as  chattel  mortgages. 
The  money  representing  Mr.  Lewis's  original  half  interest  in 
the  banking  firm  having  been  deposited  in  court  by  the  gar- 
nishee, and  the  assignees  having  all  been  brought  into  court 
and  answered,  claiming  shares  in  the  fund,  and  the  plaintiff, 
the  only  other  adverse  claimant  to  the  fund,  being  also  in 
court  and  claiming  the  fund,  no  reason  is  perceived  why  the 
rights  of  all  parties  should  not  be  finally  settled  as  they  were 
by  the  trial  court.  There  is  no  need  of  an  accounting,  be- 
cause all  parties  have,  by  claiming  their  interests  in  the  fund 
in  court,  in  effect  ratified  the  transaction  by  which  the  value 
of  the  Lewis  interest  in  the  firm  has  been  liquidated  and 
turned  into  cash. 

The  garnishee  says, in  substance:  "I  bought  the  Lewis  in- 
terest in  the  firm  out,  and  agreed  to  pay  $6,000  for  it;  and 
I  now  pay  this  money  into  court.''  The  various  claimants 
under  Lewis  come  into  court,  and  make  their  various  claims 
to  this  money;  thus  beyond  doubt  ratifying  the  transfer 
to  the  garnishee,  and  electing  to  consider  the  money  as 
standing  in  place  of  any  interest  or  right  in  the  firm  assets. 

By  the  Court, —  Judgment  affirmed. 

Marshall,  J.,  dissents. 
Vol*  102—39 
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102  4601       Shoeks  Lxthbeb  Compant,  Appellant,  vs.  Stitt  and  another, 
'^  "''  Eespondents. 

February  SB—  March  IJ^  1899, 

ContractB:  ConstructUm:  Conveyance  of  railroad  property:  Logs  and 

logging:  Custom, 

1*  At  the  time  of  making  a  contract  by  which  defendants  were  to  cat 
and  deliver  large  quantities  of  logs  each  year  for  several  years  at 
plaintiffs  sawmill,  it  was  agreed  that  defendants  should  purchase 
from  plaintiff,  among  other  things,  a  logging  railroad  and  its  equip- 
ment* then  used  in  carrying  logs  to  said  milL  A  biU  of  sale  was 
executed,  conveying  in  general  language  all  of  plaintiiTs  camp 
and  logging  outfit,  with  a  specification  of  the  different  kinds  of 
property  of  which  said  outfit  consisted,  the  description  therein  of 
the  railroad  property  being  as  follows:  ''One  locomotive,  eighteen 
cars,  and  all  the  rail  and  railroad  material  of  every  name  and  nat- 
ure." Thereafter  plaintijS  turned  over  the  railroad  property  as  it 
then  existed  to  defendants,  and  it  was  used  by  them  for  a  consid- 
erable time,  and  imtil  trouble  arose  between  the  parties,  with  no 
intimation  that  the  transfer  did  not  include  the  right  to  use  the 
bed  on  which  the  rails  were  laid.  Held,  that  the  bill  of  sale,  when 
viewed  in  the  light  of  the  transaction  of  which  it  formed  a  part 
and  of  the  practical  construction  given  it  by  the  parties,  conveyed 
the  right  of  way  of  the  railroad. 

2i  A  written  contract  for  the  cutting  of  pihe  timber,  requiring  that  it 
be  cut  "  in  a  workmanlike  manner,"  refers  to  the  customary  man- 
ner of  cutting  such  timber  at  the  place  of  the  contract*  and  prior 
conversations  as  to  the  method  of  doing  such  work  elsewhere  can- 
not be  considered  as  forming  any  part  of  the  agreement  evidenced 
by  the  writing. 

&  In  determining  the  meaning  of  words  or  terms  used  in  a  contract^ 
the  custom  or  usage  of  the  place  of  the  contract  governs,  whether 
both  parties  knew  of  such  custom  or  not  The  place  of  the  con- 
tract is  the  place  of  its  making,  unless  its  terms  Indicate  another 
place  for  performance^ 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Ashland 
county:  John  K.  Pakish,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

Action  for  damages  for  breach  of  contract  and  to  recover 
for  the  use  of  the  right  of  way  of  a  railroad.    The  case  was 
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tried  by  a  referee  who  found  the  facts  as  to  the  various 
claims  for  damages  and  for  the  use  of  the  railroad  right  of 
wkj  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  and  found  that  there  was  a 
sum  of  money  due  the  defendants  on  counterclaims  pleaded 
by  them,  which  findings  were  approved  by  the  trial  court, 
and  in  accordance  with  which  judgment  was  rendered. 

The  evidence  in  the  case  is  very  voluminous  and  the  find- 
ings of  fact  numerous.  To  give  a  complete  history  of  the 
cause  would  require  a  very  long  statement.  Only  such  state- 
ment will  be  made  as  appears  to  be  necessary  to  present  the 
controverted  questions  of  law  and  fact  as  they  appear  in  this 
court. 

The  contracts  called  for  the  cutting,  hauling,  and  deliver- 
ing of  85,000,000  feet  of  logs  per  year  for  several  years.  The 
referee  found  that  the  contracts  were  modified  by  parol  as 
to  the  annual  amount  to  be  delivered.  Damages  were 
claimed  for  failure  to  deliver  85,000,000  feet  of  logs  per  year, 
but  were  disallowed  because  of  the  parol  modification  men- 
tioned. The  fact  as  to  the  modification  is  controverted  on 
this  appeal  on  proper  exceptions  to  the  findings. 

As  a  part  of  the  transactions  between  plaintiflf  and  de- 
fendants in  making  the  logging  contracts,  it  was  agreed 
that  the  latter  should  purchase  of  the  former  a  logging  rail- 
road and  its  equipment.  The  transaction  in  that  regard 
was  consummated  by  a  written  bill  of  sale,  which  contained 
no  other  description  of  the  railroad  property  except  the  fol- 
lowing: "One  locomotive,  eighteen  cars,  and  all  the  rail 
and  railroad  material  of  every  name  and  nature."  At  the 
time  the  bill  of  sale  was  made  there  was  a  logging  railroad 
four  and  one-half  miles  long,  equipped  with  a  locomotive, 
rails,  and  cars,  constructed  for  use  and  in  use  in  carrying 
on  logging  operations  to  stock  plaintiflTs  sawmill,  which  it 
was  designed  defendants  should  continue,  and  which  they 
agreed  to  do  as  a  part  of  the  transaction  which  called  for 
such  bill  of  sale.    After  the  making  of  such  bill  of  sale  the 
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entire  railroad  property  was  delivered  to  defendants,  and  no 
claim  was  made  that  any  interest  therein  was  retained  by 
plaintiff  till  after  the  contract  relations  between  the  parties 
had  ceased.  As  an  inducement  to  defendants  to  purchase 
the  railroad  property,  plaintiff  represented  to  defendants 
that  there  would  be  an  opportunity  for  them  to  haul  outside 
logs  at  a  profit.  The  claim  in  suit  was  that  the  right  of 
way  of  the  railroad  was  not  sold  and  that  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  compensation  for  the  use  of  it  in  hauling  outside 
logs.  The  referee  found  that  the  entire  railroad  property 
was  conveyed  to  defendants,  and  that  plaintiff  was  estopped 
from  claiming  otherwise  because  of  the  representations  made 
before  the  sale,  that  defendants  would  be  enabled  to  use  the 
property  profitably  for  hauling  outside  logs.  Exceptions 
were  duly  filed  to  the  court's  findings  in  regard  to  these 
matters. 

The  contract  required  the  logs  to  be  cut  in  a  workmanlike 
manner.  A  large  claim  for  damages  was  made  for  waste 
of  timber  by  the  defendants  in  cutting  the  trees  too  high. 
Plaintiff  claimed  thr.t  the  customary  way  of  cutting  timber 
in  Michigan  was  in  contemplation  by  the  parties  when  the 
contracts  were  made,  which  was  to  cut  the  trees  down  lower 
than  was  9ustomary  where  the  logging  operations  in  ques- 
tion were  performed.  That  was  denied  by  the  defendants. 
The  court  held  that,  the  place  of  the  performance  of  the 
contract  being  in  the  vicinity  of  Chequamegon  Bay,  Bayfield 
county,  the  customary  way  of  cutting  timber  there  gov- 
erned, and  that  the  work  under  the  contracts  was  done  in  a 
workmanlike  manner  tested  by  the  usual  method  of  cutting 
timber  in  that  locality;  that  as  operations  progressed  tre^s 
that  were  considered  by  plaintiff's  employees  to  be  cut  too 
high  were  designated  by  them  and  the  loss  determined  and 
charged  to  defendants.  Exceptions  were  taken  to  the  find- 
ings and  conclusions  of  the  court  in  respect  to  this  claim  for 
damages. 


"Wis.]  JANUARY  TERM,  1899.  453 

Shores  Lumber  Ca  y&  Stitt  and  another. 

So,  as  the  case  stands  in  this  court,  appellant  claims  that 
the  findings  of  fact  should  be  modified  so  as  to  award  to  it 
damages  for  failure  to  deliver  35,000,000  feet  of  logs  per 
year,  compensation  for  use  of  the  railroad  right  of  way, 
and  for  the  loss  of  timber  by  reason  of  the  trees  being  cut 
too  high  from  the  ground. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Cate^  Sambom^  Lam- 
OTevan  (&  Parkj  and  oral  argument  by  JB.  B.  Park, 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  Oleason  cfe  SleigMy 
and  oral  argument  by  E.  F.  Qleaaon. 

Marshall,  J.  The  first  assignment  of  error  is  that  the 
circuit  court  erred  in  finding  a  parol  modification  of  those 
portions  of  the  written  contracts  which  required  a  delivery 
of  35,000,000  feet  of  logs  per  year.  Whether  such  modifica- 
tion was  made  or  not  was  a  question  of  fact,  and  the  finding 
in  regard  to  it  is  binding  on  this  court  unless  we  can  say  it 
is  against  the  clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence.  After  a 
careful  consideration  of  that  part  of  the  record  bearing'^on 
the  subject  we  are  unable  to  disturb  the  decision  of  the  trial 
court,  testing  it  by  the  rule  referred  to.  To  our  minds  the 
evidence  fairly  preponderates  in  favor  of  such  decision  rather 
than  against  it. 

The  next  contention  made  is  that  plaintiff  did  not  convey 
to  defendants  the  railroad  right  of  way,  and  that  the  find- 
ing on  that  subject  is  wrong;  hence  that  the  failure  to  allow 
plaintiff  compensation  for  the  use  of  such  right  of  way  is 
also  wrong.  Whether  that  finding  is  correct  or  not  turns 
on  the  construction  of  the  bill  of  sale.  That  seems  to  con- 
vey the  entire  railroad  property,  when  viewed  in  the  light 
of  the  circumstances  of  the  transaction  of  which  the  making 
of  it  formed  a  part,  and  in  the  light  of  the  construction 
which  the  parties  themselves  gave  to  the  instrument.  That 
such  instrument  will  admit  of  two  constructions  is  quite  evi- 
dent.   The  descriptive  part  is  very  general.    First,  there  is 
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language  conveying  all  of  the  plaintiflPs  camp  and  logging 
outfit,  and  that  is  followed  by  specifications  of  the  different 
kinds  of  property  intended  by  the  general  language,  which, 
as  to  the  railroad  property,  is  in  the  following  words:  "  One 
locomotive,  eighteen  cars,  and  all  the  rail  and  railroad  ma- 
terial of  every  name  and  nature."  The  railroad  property 
consisted  of  a  right  to  use  the  bed  upon  which  the  rails  were 
laid,  and  the  rails  and  railroad  equipment  as  well.  It  was 
one  entire  property  in  use  and  for  use  in  the  logging  opera- 
tions necessary  to  the  furnishing  of  stock  for  plaintiff's  saw- 
mill, which  was  the  purpose  of  the  contracts  with  the  de- 
fendants and  the  conveyance  of  such  property  to  them  by 
the  bill  of  sale.  In  carrying  out  the  terms  of  the  bill  of 
sale,  the  railroad  property  as  it  then  existed  was  turned  over 
to  defendants  and  was  thereafter  used  by  them  up  to  the 
time  of  the  trouble  out  of  which  this  litigation  grew,  with- 
out any  intimation  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  that  the  transfer 
did  not  include  the  entire  railroad  outfit.  It  appears  very 
plainly  that  such  was  the  intention  and  that  such  intention 
may  fairly  be  attributed  to  the  language  of  the  bill  of  sale, 
in  the  light  of  all  the  circumstances  leading  up  to  the  mak- 
ing of  the  logging  contracts  and  what  occm'red  afterwards, 
as  we  have  before  stated.  That  was  the  conclusion  of  the 
trial  court,  with  which  we  fully  concur. 

It  is  further  contended  that  the  customary  way  of  cutting 
pine  timber  in  Michigan  was  discussed  between  the  parties 
at  the  time  of  and  before  the  making  of  the  contracts,  and 
became  a  part  thereof,  and  was  referred  to  therein  by  the 
requirement  that  the  timber  should  be  cut  in  a  workmanlike 
manner.  The  contracts  were  made  and  to  be  performed  in 
the  vicinity  of  Chequamegon  Bay,  Wisconsin.  We  know 
of  no  rule  of  law  that  will  sustain  the  contention  that  a  cus- 
tom existing  at  some  other  place,  quite  remote  from  that  of 
the  contracts,  can  be  said  to  have  been  in  the  minds  of  the 
parties  and  to  have  become  a  part  of  such  contracts.  Where 
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no  particular  manner  of  performing  a  contract  is  specified 
in  it,  the  usage  at  the  place  of  the  contract  is  essentially  a 
part  of  itj  the  same  as  though  actually  written  into  it.  If  we 
were  to  test  the  requirements  of  a  written  contract  by  the 
usage  at  some  other  place  than  that  of  its  performance,  it 
would  involve  a  violation  of  the  well-settled  rule  of  law  that 
the  latter  place  governs,  and  that  other  rule  that  the  terms 
of  a  written  contract  cannot  be  varied  by  parol. 

The  learned  counsel  urged  with  confidence  the  rule  that  a 
custom,  in  order  to  be  binding  between  parties  to  a  contract, 
must  be  brought  home  to  the  knowledge  of  both  of  them, 
either  by  showing  actual  knowledge  on  their  part  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  such  contract,  or  the  existence  of  the 
custom  for  so  long  a  time  as  to  raise  a  presumption  that  they 
had  such  knowledge  and  entered  into  the  contract  with  ref- 
erence to  it.  That  rule  of  course  prevails  in  case  of  an  at- 
tempt to  annex  to  a  contract  some  incident  not  expressed 
therein,  as  in  the  case  of  Hewitt  v.  John  Week  L,  Co.  77  Wis. 
54:8,  where  the  question  was  whether  the  owner  of  a  saw- 
mill, under  his  contract  to  saw  logs  by  the  thousand,  was 
entitled  to  the  slabs.  There  is  a  difference  between  evidence 
of  usage  to  establish  a  custom  for  the  purpose  of  annexing 
that  as  an  incident  to  a  contract,  and  the  same  kind  of  proof 
to  show  the  meaning  of  some  word  or  term  used  in  a  con- 
tract. In  the  latter  situation  the  meaning  of  the  term  as 
understood  at  the  time  and  place  of  the  contract  governs, 
whether  both  of  the  parties  knew  of  such  meaning  or  not. 
They  are  presumed  to  contract  with  reference  to  the  mean- 
ing of  words  and  terms  used  by  theni,  as  such  words  and 
terms  are  understood  at  the  place  of  their  contract;  there- 
fore, proof  of  such  meaning  is  all  that  is  required  to  enable 
the  court  to  determine  just  what  the  language  of  the  con- 
tract was  intended  to  express.  That  is  the  effect  of  Walker 
V,  Syms  (Mich.),  76  N.  W.  Eep.  320,  cited  by  respondents' 
counsel,  and  the  doctrine  is  elementary.  Jones,  Com.  &  Tr. 
Cont.  §  63. 
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The  expression  "place  of  the  contract,"  as  used  here, 
means  the  place  of  its  making,  unless  its  terms  indicate  an- 
other place  for  performance;  then  such  other  place  is  the 
one  called  for  by  such  expression,  and  the  parties  are  pre- 
sumed to  have  agreed  to  be  governed  by  the  usage  at  such 
place,  as  to  the  interpretation  of  words  and  terms  requiring 
that  in  order  to  determine  the  meaning  of  the  language  used 
by  them,  as  eflfectually  as  if  such  agreement  were  plainly 
expressed  in  the  contract. 

It  follows  that  the  decision  of  the  trial  court  was  right  in 
holding  that  the  term  "  workmanlike  manner  "  referred  to 
the  customary  way  of  cutting  timber  in  the  vicinity  of  Che- 
quamegon  Bay,  the  place  of  the  contract,  and  that  conver- 
sations as  to  the  method  of  doing  such  work  elsewhere  could 
not  be  considered  as  forming  any  part  of  the  agreements 
evidenced  by  the  writings. 

The  foregoing  disposes  of  all  the  questions  that  could  be 
profitably  discussed  in  this  opinion.  No  error  is  perceived 
in  the  record. 

JBy  the  CovH. — The  judgment  is  affirmed. 
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Ada3£S  and  another,  Appellants,  vs.  Bodmak  and  others, 

Eespondents. 

F^tymary  £6^  March  14, 1899, 

Wills:  Aitestatum  in  presence  of  testator:  Evidence:  Speciai  verdict: 
Immaterial  errors:  Practice  after  rendition  of  advisory  verdict: 
Findings  and  judgment 

1.  Claimed  in  a  wiU  contest  that  two  of  three  subscribing  witnesses 
signed  the  attestation  clause  in  the  absence  of  the  testator  at  the 
residence  of  one  of  such  two,  such  one  being  a  lawyer  of  large  ex- 
perience and  the  personal  friend  and  confidential  adviser  of  the 
testator.  Such  lawyer  witness  was  dead  at  the  time  of  the  trial, 
and  the  other  two  supported  the  claim  of  the  contestants.    The 
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finding  on  that  and  other  evidence  was  that  only  one  witness 
signed  in  the  presence  of  the  testator.  Held,  on  appeal,  that  the 
presumption  as  to  the  truth  of  the  attestation  clause,  arising  from 
the  professional  character  of  the  deceased  witness  and  his  relations 
to  the  decedent,  was  not  sufficient  to  warrant  holding  that  the  de- 
cision of  the  trial  court  was  against  the  clear  preponderance  of  the 
evidence.    Winslow,  J.,  dissents. 

2b  The  rejection  of  evidence  to  prove  a  fact  established  beyond  contro- 
versy in  the  case  is  not  reversible  error. 

8.  The  statement  of  several  propositions  in  the  conjunctive,  in  the  ques- 
tion of  a  special  verdict,  only  one  of  which  propositions  is  in  con- 
troversy, where  the  court  directs  the  jury  to  answer  yes  or  no  tc 
the  question  according  as  they  shall  find  on  the  disputed  proposi- 
tion, is  not  prejudicial  error. 

4.  In  a  case  tried  by  the  court,  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  if  taken,  being 
only  advisory,  errors  in  the  submission  of  questions  or  instructions 
given  by  the  court  in  regard  thereto,  to  the  jury,  are  not  necessa^ 
rily  prejudicial  error. 

6.  Where  a  cause  is  tried  by  the  court  and  a  jury  is  impaneled  for  the 
purposes  of  an  advisory  verdict,  and  the  cause  is  fully  tried  and  sub- 
mitted, neither  party  is  entitled  to  a  hearing  as  a  matter  of  right 
after  the  coming  in  of  the  special  verdict  and  before  the  findings 
by  the  court  are  filed.  [Winsbow.  J.,  is  of  the  opiuion  that  after  the 
rendition  of  such  a  verdict  an  opportunity  should  be  given  for  a 
hearing  and  for  the  defeated  party  to  move  for  findings  and  judg- 
ment notwithstanding  the  verdict.] 

0.  Upon  the  filing  of  a  decision  and  order  for  judgment  in  an  equity 
case,  in  or  out  of  term,  judgment  may  be  entered  accordingly  with- 
out any  further  proceedings  in  the  cause. 
[Syllabus  by  Mabshall,  J.] 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  WaL 
worth  county:  TV.  F.  Bailey,  Judge.    Affirmed. 

A  will  contest.  There  were  three  witnesses  to  the  wilL 
The  formal  parts  of  the  execution  and  attestation  were  per- 
fect, but  it  was  contended  that  the  instrument  was  put  in 
form  by  one  Silas  TV.  Menzie  at  the  law  office  of  himself  and 
father,  and  there  signed  by  said  Menzie  and  the  testator, 
and  that  it  was  then  taken  by  one  Whalen  to  the  residence 
of  the  elder  Menzie  for  examination,  where  it  was  approved 
by  him,  and  then  by  him  and  said  Whalen  signed  as  wit- 
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nesses  in  the  absence  of  the  testator.  The  controversy  was 
as  to  whether  either  Whalen  or  the  elder  Menzie  signed  the 
will  in  the  presence  of  the  testator.  On  that  question  the 
county  court  found  in  the  negative  and  refused  to  admit 
the  will  to  probate.  An  appeal  was  taken  to  the  circuit 
court,  where  the  controverted  issue  of  fact  was  submitted  to 
a  jury,  resulting  in  a  finding  the  same  as  the  decision  of  the 
county  court.  After  the  verdict  of  the  jury  was  received, 
and  without  any  further  opportunity  for  the  proponents 
to  be  heard,  the  presiding  judge  filed  his  findings  of  fact 
wherein  he  adopted  the  verdict  of  the  jury  and  directed 
judgment  accordingly.  The  question  submitted  to  the  jury 
was  as  follows:  Did  Kobert  L.  Eodman,  in  his  lifetime, 
execute  the  paper  writing  propounded  as  his  last  will  and 
testament,  and  did  the  witnesses  whose  names  are  thereto 
subscribed  attest  and  subscribe  the  same  in  the  presence  of 
said  Eodman,  and  were  they  competent  at  the  time  they  so 
subscribed  their  names  thereto  ?  The  court,  at  the  foot  of  the 
findings,  directed  judgment  to  be  rendered  against  the  pro- 
ponents of  the  will,  and  judgment  was  rendered  accordingly, 
from  which  this  appeal  was  taken. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Cooper ^  Simmons 
<&  Ndson^  attorneys  for  Winfield  Rodman^  and  J,  V,  Quarles, 
of  counsel,  and  oral  argument  by  John  B,  Simmons.  They 
contended,  iriter  alia,  that  the  attestation  clause  is  very  full, 
complete,  and  formal,  reciting  all  the  details  of  a  valid  exe- 
cution. Such  an  attestation  clause,  especially  when  signed 
by  witnesses  having  knowledge  upon  the  subject,  raises  an 
almost  conclusive  presumption  of  due  execution  and  entitles 
the  Avill  to  probate,  in  the  absence  of  recollection  by  the 
subscribing  witnesses,  and  even  against  their  positive  con- 
tradictory testimony.  Will  of  Je^iJcins^  43  Wis.  610 ;  Will  of 
Mmrery  44  Wis.  392 ;  In  re  Lewis's  WiU,  51  Wis.  101 ;  Witt  of 
(yHagan^  73  Wis.  78;  Loughney  v.  Loughney^  87  Wis.  92; 
ITieological  Seminary  v.  Calhoun^  25  N.  T.  422;  Tarrant  v. 
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Ware,  25  N.  T.  425;  WUl  of  Cottrell,  95  IST.  T.  330;  Will  of 
Hesdna,  119  N.  Y.  615;  WiU  of  Pepoon,  91  K  Y.  255;  Rugg 
V.  Rugg,  83  N".  Y.  592;  In  re  Bernsee's  Will,  141  N.  Y.  389 ; 
Peck  V.  Cary,  27  N.  Y.  1,  30-32;  Gable  v,  Rauch,  50  S.  C.  95 ; 
StocTcweWs  WiU,  17  Misc.  (N.  Y.),  108;  BriaselVa  WiU,  16  App. 
Div.  137;  Carey's  Will,  14  Misc.  (N.  Y.),  486,  71  N.  Y.  St. 
Hep.  593;  G'^j^m  v,  Gwin,  48  Pac.  Hep.  295;  In  re  Stacey,  6 
Ohio  Dec.  499;  Carey's  Will,  24  App.  Div.  531;  In  re  Cole- 
man's  Estate,  185  Pa.  St.  437. 

D.  jB.  Barnes,  attorney,  and  Malcolm  O,  Jeffris,  of  counsel, 
for  the  respondents,  to  the  point  that  the  due  execution  of 
a  will  cannot  be  presumed,  in  opposition  to  positive  testi- 
mony, merely  upon  the  ground  that  the  attestation  clause  is 
in  due  form  and  states  that  all  things  were  done  which  are 
required  to  be  done  to  make  the  instrument  valid  as  a  will, 
cited  L&wis  v.  Lewis,  11  N.  Y.  220-224. 

Marshall,  J.  The  sole  question  that  requires  considera- 
tion on  this  appeal  is,  Does  the  evidence  clearly  preponder- 
ate against  the  finding  of  the  trial  court  that  neither  the 
witness  James  Whalen  nor  the  witness  K.  E.  Menzie  at- 
tested the  execution  of  Rodman's  will  in  his  presence  ?  Sub- 
stantially all  the  direct  evidence  supports  that  finding. 
Three  witnesses  signed  the  attesting  clause.  One,  E.  E. 
Menzie,  died  before  the  will  was  presented  for  probate.  The 
two  surviving  witnesses  both  testified  to  the  effect  that 
neither  the  deceased  Menzie  nor  the  witness  Whalen  signed 
in  the  presence  of  the  testator.  There  were  some  circum- 
stances corroborating  such  evidence,  and  the  case  thus  made 
on  behalf  of  the  contestants  was  opposed  by  the  presump- 
tion that  arises  from  the  attesting  clause  itself  and  the  prob- 
abilities of  its  truthfulness  growing  out  of  the  fact  that  the 
deceased  Menzie  was  a  lawyer  of  large  experience  in  his  pro- 
fession and  would  not  have  been  likely  to  have  signed  a  false 
attesting  clause,  especially  to  an  important  instrument  which 
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would  be  defeated  by  the  falsehood.  The  case  on  the  part 
of  the  contestants  was  also  opposed  by  some  other  circum- 
stances. We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  go  into  detail  and 
state  particularly  all  the  evidence  and  all  the  circumstances 
upon  each  side  of  the  controversy.  Wo  have  called  atten- 
tion to  the  most  material  portions  of  it.  The  jury  heard 
the  witnesses  and  passed  upon  their  credibility  with  much 
better  opportunity  for  determining  the  truthfulness  of  their 
testimony  than  this  court  possesses.  The  circuit  judge 
adopted  the  conclusions  of  the  jury,  presumably  upon  a  care- 
ful consideration  of  the  evidence,  and  we  are  unable  to  say 
that  such  conclusion  is  wrong  in  the  light  of  the  rule  gov- 
erning the  subject  in  this  court. 

True,  as  counsel  for  appellants  contend,  the  fact  that  the 
attesting  clause  states  that  the  witnesses  signed  the  instru- 
ment in  the  presence  of  the  testator  raises  a  strong  presump- 
tion that  they  did  so  sign,  and  such  presumption  should  prevail 
unless  overcome  by  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence.  True, 
also,  the  fact  that  E.  R.  Menzie  was  a  lawyer  of  large  ex- 
perience in  his  profession  is  a  strong  circumstance  in  sup- 
port of  the  truth  of  the  attesting  clause  signed  by  him.  If 
there  were  any  indication  in  the  record  that  the  law  in  that 
regard  was  not  in  the  mind  of  the  learned  circuit  judge  and 
was  not  applied  by  him  and  by  the  jury  to  the  evidence, 
that  would  go  a  long  way  to  enable  ns  to  say  that  the  con- 
clusion arrived  at  is  wrong;  but  no  such  indication  exists. 
On  the  contrary  the  learned  circuit  judge  instructed  the 
jury  very  clearly  and  fully  that  the  legal  presumption  was 
in  favor  of  the  truthfulness  of  the  attesting  clause.  He  in- . 
structed  them  as  to  the  importance  of  the  law  in  that  regard 
for  the  due  protection  of  the  testamentary  right.  He  stated 
to  the  jury  that  very  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence  was  re- 
quired to  overcome  the  legal  presumption  referred  to,  and 
he  called  their  attention  particularly  to  the  fact  that  a  find- 
ing that  E.  E.  Menzie  did  not  attest  the  will  in  the  presence 
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of  the  testator  would  convict  him  of  stating  over  his  signa- 
ture what  he  must  have  known  was  a  falsehood.  All  the 
reasons  which  appellants  principally  urge  upon  this  court  in 
support  of  the  theory  that  the  attesting  clause  is  true  were 
called  to  the  attention  of  the  jury  by  the  trial  judge,  and 
they  found  that  it  was  untrue  both  as  to  B.  B.  Menzie  and 
James  Whalen,  and  the  presiding  judge  also  so  found,  and 
such  finding  appears  to  be  in  harmony  with  the  decision  of 
the  county  judge  who  first  passed  upon  the  question.  In 
view  of  all  these  facts  and  the  record  as  we  find  it,  we  are 
unable  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  fact  passed  upon 
by  the  jury  and  found  by  the  court,  as  to  the  witnesses  of  the 
will,  was  found  wrong  and  is  contrary  to  the  clear  prepon- 
derance of  the  evidence. 

Many  questions  are  discussed  in  the  brief  of  counsel  for 
appellant,  which  are  not  material  to  this  appeal,  yet  we  will 
briefly  notice  some  of  them 

Some  wills  drawn  or  copied  by  Silas  TV,  Menzie  before 
the  date  of  the  will  in  question  were  received  in  evidence, 
and  it  was  established  beyond  reasonable  controversy  by 
such  evidence  and  other  evidence,  particularly  by  the  fact 
that  he  had  been  engaged  in  the  profession  of  the  law  for 
some  fifteen  years  before  the  date  of  the  Bodman  will,  that 
he  knew  the  manner  in  which  a  will  should  be  executed.  In 
that  situation,  other  wills  were  offered,  drawn  by  the  wit- 
ness or  copied  by  him  after  the  dat^  of  the  Bodman  will,  and 
such  offer  was  rejected.  The  ruling  was  duly  excepted  to. 
That  exception  is  urged  here  upon  the  ground  that  the  re- 
jected evidence  bore  on  the  credibility  of  the  witness  in 
regard  to  his  evidence  in  explanation  of  some  statements 
attributed  to  him  as  to  the  validity  of  the  Bodman  will,  not- 
withstanding what  he  claimed  to  be  the  fact  as  to  neither 
his  father  nor  Whalen  having  signed  it  in  the  presence  of 
the  testator.  If  the  rejection  of  the  evidence  was  error  at 
all,  it  was  harmless  error,  because^  as  we  have  seen,  the  fact 
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is  established  beyond  reasonable  controversy  that  the  wit- 
ness knew,  when  the  Eodman  will  was  drawn,  all  the  requi- 
sites of  a  valid  will.  Therefore  additional  evidence  to  the 
same  effect  coold  not  have  benefited  the  proponents.  If  his 
attempted  explanation  of  how  he  came  to  say  that  the  Eod- 
man will  was  valid  was  improbable  because  of  his  knowledge 
of  the  requisites  of  a  valid  will,  that  improbability  stands 
out  just  as  significant  in  the  record  without  the  rejected  evi- 
dence as  it  would  with  it. 

Complaint  is  made  that  the  court  framed  a  verdict  so  as 
to  include  three  propositions,  while  as  to  two  of  them  there 
was  no  controversy.  It  is  not  perceived  how  the  appellants 
were  prejudiced  by  that,  because,  by  the  instructions  given 
to  the  jury,  they  were  confined  to  the  disputed  proposition 
and  directed  to  answer  yes  or  no  to  the  questions  according 
as  they  should  find  in  regard  to  such  dispute.  Moreover, 
a  verdict  in  an  equity  case  being  merely  advisory,  if  not 
proper  in  form,  that  does  not  constitute  harmful  error  suflS- 
cient  to  aflfect  the  judgment. 

Several  exceptions  are  called  to  our  attention  to  instruc- 
tions given  to  the  jury  and  to  refusals  to  instruct.  A  com- 
plete answer  to  such  exceptions  is  that  errors  of  that  kind 
in  an  equity  case  are  not  reversible. 

Further  complaint  is  made  that  the  trial  court  gave  no 
opportunity  for  a  hearing  on  the  part  of  the  appellants  after 
the  verdict  was  received  and  before  the  findings  of  fact  and 
conclusions  of  law  and  the  direction  for  the  entry  of  judg- 
ment were  filed.  No  merit  is  perceived  in  such  complaint. 
The  uniform  practice  in  equity  cases,  where  all  the  questions 
of  fact  have  been  submitted  for  decision,  is  for  the  court  to 
file  the  proper  findings  and  conclusions  of  law  without  any 
further  hearing.  That  is  what  the  statutes  seem  to  contem- 
plate and  such  has  always  been  the  practice  in  this  state; 
and  it  cannot  be  varied  by  the  practice  of  courts  elsewhere,, 
if  such  practice  exists.    The  subject  is  plainly  regulated  by 
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statute.  Sec.  2863,  Stats.  1898,  provides  that  npoh  a  trial  by 
the  court  its  decision  shall  be  given  in  writing  and  filed  with 
the  clerk,  and  judgment  shall  be  entered  accordingly;  and 
sec.  2422a  provides  that  whenever  any  matter  is  heard  by 
the  court  or  presiding  judge,  the  decision  thereof  may  be 
made  out  of  term  and  may  be  by  an  order  or  judgment  or 
direction  that  an  order  or  judgment  be  entered;  and  upon 
filing  such  decision  in  writing  or  the  order  or  judgment 
signed  by  such  judge  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  circuit 
court  in  the  county  where  the  action  or  proceeding  is  pend- 
ing the  same  shall  be  entered  by  the  clerk  and  judgment 
shall  be  entered  accordingly.  It  will  be  seen  that  when  a 
case  has  been  submitted,  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  trial 
judge  to  decide,  nothing  further  need  be  done  till  the  find- 
ings are  placed  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  circuit 
court,  and  when  such  findings  are  so  filed,  if  they  contain 
a  proper  direction  for  the  entry  of  judgment,  judgment  is 
then  to  be  entered  without  further  proceedings. 

The  foregoing  covers  all  that  need  be  said  on  this  appeal. 

£y  the  Ccywrt, —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 

"WiNSLow,  J.  A  dissent  upon  a  mere  question  of  fact  is 
rarely  justifiable,  but,  so  strong  is  my  conviction  that  jus- 
tice has  miscarried  in  this  case  that  I  am  compelled  to  re- 
cord my  dissent  upon  such  a  question.  This  will  was  executed 
with  apparently  all  due  formalities  in  1881,  and  fifteen  years 
later  it  is  sought  to  defeat  its  validity  by  the  vague  and 
misty  recollections  of  three  witnesses,  against  the  certificate, 
made  at  the  time,  of  two  lawyers  who  knew  what  was  nec- 
essary to  constitute  a  valid  execution.  The  attestation  clause 
states  that  the  witnesses  signed  in  the  presence  of  the  tes- 
tator. This  creates  a  very  strong  presumption  that  the  fact 
was  as  stated,  especially  after  the  lapse  of  fifteen  years;  and 
that  presumption  cannot  be  overcome,  except  upon  very 
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clear  and  convincing  proof.  In  re  LenjM%  Willj  51  Wis. 
101.  Such  proof,  in  my  judgment,  is  not  here.  Eobert  R. 
Menzie  is  shown  by  the  evidence,  and  admitted  by  all  the 
parties,  to  have  been  an  able  lawyer  of  long  practice  in  Wis- 
consin at  the  time  this  will  was  executed.  He  drew  this 
will.  He  signed  the  attestation  clause.  He  knew  what  was 
necessary  to  properly  attest  a  will.  Mr.  Bodman  was  an 
old  and  valued  client.  Either  Eobert  E.  Menzie  was  guilty 
of  an  act  of  idiotic  carelessness,  or  else  he  was  false  to  his 
client,  if  he  signed  the  will  as  a  witness  in  the  absence  of 
his  client  and  permitted  Whalen  to  do  the  same  thing.  No 
one  has  the  hardihood  to  claim  that  Eobert  E.  Menzie  was 
a  half-wit,  or  that  he  was  false  to  his  clients. 

Nor  do  I  think  the  circuit  judge  should  have  made  find- 
ings without  giving  the  parties  an  opportunity  to  be  heard 
or  make  a  motion  after  the  rendition  of  the  verdict.  I  do 
not  pretend  to  know  what  the  practice  is  in  all  of  the  trial 
courts  of  the  state,  but  I  do  know  that  for  several  years, 
when  the  writer  was  on  the  trial  bench  of  the  ITirst  circuit, 
it  was  not  the  practice  to  enter  judgment  upon  an  advisory 
verdict  without  giving  the  defeated  party  an  opportunity  to 
move  for  findings  and  judgment  notwithstanding  the  ver- 
dict. Further,  I  may  say  that  it  seems  to  me  that  such  op- 
portunity should  always  be  given,  and  I  think  it  is  given  in 
well-conducted  trial  courts. 

On  April  7, 1899,  the  judgment  of  this  court  was  modified 
so  as  to  provide  that  appellants'  costs  in  this  court  and  in 
the  circuit  court  should  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 
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ToEPFEB,  Assignee,  Eespondent,  vs.  Lampebt  and  another,  102       4^5 

Appellants.  i^»      *472 

February  26 — March  U,  1899. 

Voluntary  assignment:  Filing  of  papers:  Sherijps  return:  Conclusive- 
ness, 

1.  Although  sea  1695,  R  S.  1878,  provides  that  the  assignee's  bond,  to- 

gether with  a  copy  of  the  assignment^  shaU  be  filed  by  the  officer 
taking  the  same  in  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  circuit  court,  the 
manual  filing  of  the  paper  by  a  messenger,  instead  of  by  the  officer 
himself,  will  not  avoid  the  assignment,  if  the  papers  are  in  all  other 
respects  properly  executed  and  are  filed  in  proper  time. 

2,  The  rule  that  a  sheriff's  return  upon  execution  as  to  his  official  acts 

done  thereunder  is  conclusive  upon  the  parties  to  the  action  and 
their  privies  does  not  preclude  an  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  the 
creditors  of  an  execution  debtor  from  showing,  in  contradiction  of 
the  return,  that  the  levy  was  not  in  fact  made  until  aftes  the  filing 
of  the  assignment,  because  if  the  assignee's  title  accrued  before  the 
levy  he  is  not  a  privy  and  not  bound  by  the  return. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Winne- 
bago county:  Geo.  W.  Buenell,  Circuit  Judge.    Affi/rmed. 

This  is  an  action  of  trover  to  recover  the  value  of  a  stock 
of  hardware.  The  plaintiff  is  the  assignee  under  a  volun- 
tary assignment  made  by  J.  C.  Koelsch,  for  the  benefit  of 
his  creditors.  Koelsch  owned  the  stock  of  hardware  in 
question,  and  on  the  17th  of  February,  1897,  executed  a  vol- 
untary assignment  to  the  plaintiff  before  Wesley  Mott,  a 
court  commissioner  at  Menasha,  Wisconsin.  Mott  did  not 
take  the  assignment  and  bond  personally  to  the  clerk  of  the 
court  at  Oshkosh,  but  intrusted  them  to  one  J.  M.  Pleasants, 
an  attorney,  who  had  been  the  attorney  of  Koelsch  in  draw- 
ing the  papers,  to  take  them  to  Oshkosh  and  file,  indorsing 
upon  the  papers  a  written  request  to  the  clerk  to  file  the 
same.  The  papers  were  placed  on  file  at  three  minutes  past 
1  o'clock  on  the  17th  of  February,  1897.  On  the  same  day 
Vol.  102—80 
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judgment  upon  a  judgment  note  given  by  Koelsch  to  the 
John  Pritzlaff  Hardware  Company  was  duly  entered,  and 
at  11:20  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  the  execution  thereon  was 
delivered  to  the  defendant  Floriany  who  was  then  the  sher- 
iff of  Winnebago  county.  He  immediately  proceeded  to 
Koelsch's  store,  but  did  not  find  Koelsch  there,  he  being 
engaged  in  preparing  the  assignment.  He  stayed  at  the 
store  some  twenty  minutes  or  more,  but  did  not  exhibit  his 
writ  nor  state  to  the  clerk  that  he  made  any  levy,  and  the 
business  apparently  went  on  as  usual.  A  few  minutes  be- 
fore 12  o'clock  noon,  Koelsch  and  Toepfer  went  to  the  store 
and  found  Lampert  there.  Some  conversation  took  place, 
but  what  that  conversation  was  is  disputed;  La/mpert  testi- 
fying that  he  told  Koelsch  that  he  had  an  execution  and  had 
levied  on  the  stock,  but  Koelsch  testifying  that  Lampert  said 
he  had  not  yet  taken  possession.  Koelsch  and  Lampei*t 
went  to  an  hotel,  and  took  dinner  with  the  attorney  of  the 
judgment  creditor,  leaving  Toepfer  at  the  store,  who  locked 
it  and  took  the  key.  After  dinner  Lamvpert  found  the  store 
locked,  and  then  posted  notices  on  the  outside  announcing 
that  he  had  levied  on  the  stock  therein,  and  later  in  the 
afternoon  broke  open  the  door.  Thereafter  Lampert  pro- 
ceeded to  sell  out  the  stock  and  apply  the  proceeds  upon  his 
execution.  He  also  made  a  return  upon  the  execution,  in 
which  he  stated  that  he  levied  upon  the  stock  at  11:20 
o'clock  a.  m. 

A  special  verdict  was  returned  by  the  jury  as  follows : 
"  (1)  Did  the  sheriff,  by  his  deputy.  Matt  Lampert^  levy  upon 
and  seize  the  goods  in  controversy  on  the  17th  of  February, 
1897,  under  the  execution,  before  the  hour  of  one  o'clock  and 
three  minutes  in  the  afternoon  ?  A,  No.  (2)  At  what  time 
were  the  notices  of  levy  posted  on  the  doors  of  the  two 
stores?  A.  1:15  p.m.  (3)  What  was  the  fair  market  value, 
at  Menasha,  Wisconsin,  February  17, 1897,  of  the  goods  in 
controversy?  A,  $1,550."  Upon  this  verdict  judgment  was 
rendered  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendants  appeaL 
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For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  JBloodffood,  Kem- 
per  <&  Bloodgoody  attorneys,  and  Jackson  B,  Kemper  and 
Wheeler  P.  Bloodgoody  counsel,  and  oral  argument  by  J.  B. 
Kemper  and  C.  W.  Fdker. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Bouck  <&  Hilton 
and  J.  M.  Pleaecmta^  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Pleaeants 
and  Mr.  Odhe  Bouck. 

WiNSLow,  J.  Two  important  questions  are  presented  in 
this  case,  namely:  (1)  Was  the  assignment  void  because  the 
officer  taking  it  did  not  personally  take  it  to  the  clerk's 
office  and  file  it  ?  (2)  Was  the  sherififs  return  as  to  the  time 
he  made  his  levy  conclusive  on  the  plaintiff  in  this  action. 

1.  The  statute  provides  (sec.  1695,  E.  S.  1878)  that  the  as- 
signee's bond  "  shall  immediately  after  its  execution,  together 
with  a  full  and  true  copy  of  such  assignment,  be  filed  Jry  the 
officer  taking  the  sa/me  in  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  circuit 
court,"  etc.  It  is  argued  that  this  provision  is  strictly  man- 
datory, and  that  the  court  commissioner  must  with  his  own 
hand  deliver  the  bond  and  copy  of  the  assignment  to  the 
clerk,,  and  cannot  intrust  the  same  to  a  messenger.  This 
precise  question  has  not  been  heretofore  decided  by  this 
court,  though  several  of  the  other  provisions  of  sees.  1694- 
1696,E.  S.1878,  have  been  presented,  and  have  uniformly  been 
held  mandatory.  See  Grever  v.  Cvlver^  84  Wis.  295,  where 
the  authorities  are  reviewed.  In  Fuhrman  v.  Jones^  68  Wis. 
497,  the  commissioner  sent  the  bond  and  copy  of  assignment 
to  the  clerk's  office  by  the  hand  of  the  assignee,  and  without 
his  indorsement  thereon  showing  that  he  was  satisfied  with 
the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties.  Some  ten  days  later  the  com- 
missioner  called  at  the  clerk's  office,  and  placed  his  certifi- 
cate on  the  bond,  but,  certain  creditors  having  attached  in 
the  meantime,  it  was  held  that,  as  against  creditors,  title  had 
not  been  vested  in  the  assignee  at  the  time  of  the  levy  of 
the  attachment.     There  is  no  discussion  in  that  case  as  to 
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what  effect  the  fact,  alone,  of  the  failure  of  the  commissioner 
to  personally  file  the  papers  was  considered  to  have  upon 
the  judgment,  and  we  do  not  think  it  can  be  fairly  said  that 
the  point  was  determined  in  that  case. 

Since  these  cases  were  decided,  however,  a  distinct  change 
has  taken  place  in  legislative  policy  regarding  the  assign- 
ment statutes.  Under  the  provisions  of  sec.  2,  ch.  334,  Laws 
of  1897  (now  sec.  1694,  Stats.  1898),  the  legislature  has  made 
ample  provision  for  the  correction  of  almost  every  possible 
error,  defect,  or  informality  in  the  execution  or  filing  of  the 
assignment  and  accompanying  papers.  Among  other  things 
it  is  provided  that  "  no  mistake  in  filing  a  copy  instead  of 
an  original,  or  any  like  mistake  or  inadvertent  failure  to 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  chapter,  shall  avoid  the 
assignment."  Thus  it  is  manifest  that  the  legislative  policy 
at  the  present  time  is  distinctly  in  favor  of  the  carrying  out 
of  voluntary  assignments,  even  though  some  provision  of 
law  has  not  been  fulfilled.  They  are  regarded  with  favor, 
and  every  opportunity  is  now  given  to  make  them  eflPectual, 
even  if  technically  defective.  This  change  of  legislative 
policy  is  referred  to  and  recognized  in  Western  T.  Co,  v, 
Teasdale^  97  Wis.  652;  and  in  Eau  Claire  G,  Co.  v.  ffuhhardj 
97  Wis.  661,  in  which  last  case  it  is  said  that  where  "  the 
trend  of  legislation  is  such  as  to  show  a  manifest  purpose 
to  secure  an  equal  distribution  of  the  property  of  insolvents, 
wherever  they  in  good  faith  make  a  conveyance  of  all  their 
property  ^ith  that  intention,  the  court  so  far  as  possible 
sjjiould  carry  out  such  legislative  policy." 

In  view  of  this  manifest  change  of  legislative  policy^  we 
hold  that  the  manual  filing  of  the  assignment  papers  by  a 
messenger,  instead  of  by  the  officer,  will  not  avoid  the  as- 
signment, where  it  appears,  as  in  this  case,  that  the  papers 
were  in  all  other  respects  properly  executed  and  filed  in 
proper  time. 

2.  The  fact  was  undisputed  in  the  case  that  the  assignment 
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papers  were  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  at  1 :03  o'clock  p.  m. 
The  sheriff  made  his  return  upon  his  execution,  in  which  he 
certified  that  he  levied  upon  the  property  at  11:20  o'clock 
a.  m.,  and  it  was  claimed  below  and  is  claimed  here  that  this 
return  is  conclusive  in  this  action  and  cannot  be  contradicted. 
The  trial  court  ruled,  however,  that  it  was  open  to  contra- 
diction, and  much  evidence  was  introduced  as  to  the  time 
when  the  sherifif's  levy  was  actually  made,  resulting  in  a 
verdict  that  it  was  not  made  until  after  the  filing  of  the  as- 
signment. The  reception  of  this  evidence  is  now  assigned 
as  error.  The  rule  is  frequently  broadly  laid  down  that  the 
return  of  a  sheriff  upon  process  in  his  hands  as  to  his  official 
acts  properly  done  thereunder  is  conclusive  upon  the  parties 
to  the  action  and  their  privies,  and  cannot  be  collaterally 
impeached,  but  must  be  set  aside,  if  at  all,  in  some  direct 
proceeding  brought  for  the  purpose.  Murfree,  Sheriffs  (2d 
ed.),  §  868,  and  cases  cited.  The  rule  is  referred  to  with  ap- 
proval in  Knowlton  v.  liay^  4  Wis.  288,  and  recognized  as 
correct  in  Ciwv  v.  Cormrh,  Bank^  16  Wis.  50.  But  an  excep- 
tion to  the  rule  has  been  made  in  the  cases  of  Rape  v.  Heaion^ 
9  Wis.  328,  and  Pollard  v.  Wegener^  13  Wis.  569,  where  it  is 
substantially  decided  that  the  return  may  be  contradicted 
when  the  question  of  jurisdiction  of  the  party  arises,  and  it 
may  be  shown  that  jurisdiction  was  never  in  fact  obtained, 
notwithstanding  recitals  to  that  effect  in  the  record.  St  Sure 
V,  Lindsfdt^  82  Wis.  346.  The  principle  is  that  the  record 
is  no  record  unless  the  party  to  be  bound  by  it  was  served 
with  process,  and  this  fact  is  open  to  investigation.  So,  here, 
it  may  be  admitted  that  the  sheriff's  return  as  to  the  time 
of  his  levy  is  conclusive  upon  the  parties  to  the  action  and 
their  privies;  but  the  question  is.  Was  the  plaintiff  a  privy  ? 
If  the  assignment  was  filed,  and  he  had  possession,  before 
any  levy  was  made,  then  he  was  not  a  privy,  because  his  title 
accrued  before  the  sheriff's  levy,  and  he  would  not  be  bound 
by  anything  the  sheriff  might  say  in  his  return. 
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Now,  to  say  that  the  plaintiff  is  bonnd  by  the  return  be- 
cause he  is  a  privy,  and  that  he  is  a  privy  because  the  return 
says  that  he  is  such,  is  the  same  circular  reasoning  which  is 
condemned  in  Rape  v.  Heaton^  awpra. 

While  the  rule  is  that  parties  and  privies  are  bound  by  the 
return,  the  question  as  to  whether  a  given  person  is  in  fact 
a  privy  must  be  open  to  investigation,  upon  the  same  reason- 
ing that  holds  that  the  question  of  jurisdiction  is  open. 

Some  exceptions  were  taken  to  the  charge  of  the  court 
upon  the  question  as  to  what  acts  were  necessary  to  con- 
stitute a  valid  levy.  We  have  examined  the  charge,  and 
think  that  it  is  substantially  correct  upon  the  question.  It 
does  not  seem  necessary  to  insert  the  charge  here. 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 


DoDGfi,  J.,  dissents. 
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Bigelow,  by  guardian  ad  Utem^  Eespondent,  vs.  Danisi^ok, 

Appellant. 

February  fl — JKfarcA  U^  1899. 

Master  and  aerwmt:  Personal  injwries:  Negligence:  Special  verdict:  Inr 
structiona  tojtury:  Proximate  cause:  Contributory  negligence, 

1.  Questions  submitted  for  a  special  verdict  should  be  such  that  the 

jury  win  determine  the  substantial  issuable  facts  and  not  the  con- 
clusions to  be  derived  therefrom;  and  the  refusal  to  submit  such 
questions  when  requested  is  error,  if  in  lieu  thereof  the  court  sub- 
mits only  a  question  calling  for  a  conclusion,  the  answer  to  which 
leaves  the  party  unadvised  as  to  the  real  facts  upon  which  the  jury's 
conclusion  is  based.  So  held  in  an  action  for  personal  injuries 
where  an  employer's  neglect  of  several  distinct  duties  to  his  em- 
ployee was  in  issue  and  the  court  submitted  only  the  general  ques- 
tion, Was  the  injury  proximately  caused  by  defendant's  negligence? 

2,  An  instruction  in  such  a  case  that "  proximate  cause  means  the  near- 

est cause;  direct  or  immediate  cause,  in  contradistinction  to  the 
indirect  or  remote  cause,"  is  erroneous. 
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S,  An  intelligent  boy,  fifteen  years  old,  familiar  with  the  operation  of 
a  machine  of  which  he  had  charge  in  a  pulp  mill,  with  nothing  to 
distract  his  attention,  in  attempting  to  straighten  a  wrinkle  in  a 
strip  of  felt  running  between  rollers  grasped  the  felt  so  near  to  the 
rollers  that  they  caught  and  crushed  his  fingers.  Held,  that  the 
danger  was  obvious  and  the  boy  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 

A,  A  question  in  the  special  verdict,  "Was  the  want  of  ordinary  care 
and  prudence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  the  proximate  cause  of 
his  injury  ?  "  was  objectionable,  the  real  inquiry  being,  Did  such 
want  of  ordinaiy  care  and  prudence  contribute  to  produce  the  in- 
jury? 

I 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Winne- 
bago county:  Geo.  W.  Bubnell,  Circuit  Judge.    Jieversed. 

Action  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused 
by  defendant's  negligence.  Plaintiff  was  a  minor,  a  little 
less  than  fifteen  years  of  age.  At  the  time  of  his  injury  he 
was  employed  to  work  in  defendant's  pulp  mill.  His  duties 
were  "skinning  the  roll"  of  pulp  on  a  wet  machine.  The 
machine  consisted  of  a  series  of  eight  wood  and  iron  rolls 
besides  the  cylinder  and  crusher,  between  which  ran  an 
endless  strip  of  wool  felt,  and  upon  which  the  pulp  was  col- 
lected. "When  the  pulp  became  of  the  requisite  thickness, 
it  was  his  duty  to  remove  the  same  in  sheets,  which  he  did 
by  the  use  of  a  stick  provided  for  that  purpose.  It  was  also 
his  duty  to  see  that  the  felt  ran  over  the  rolls  properly, 
which  was  done  by  the  adjustment  of  a  guide  roll.  At  times 
the  felt  would  become  wrinkled  in  places,  and  it  became 
necessary  to  straighten  it,  taking  hold  and  pulling  with  the 
hands.  On  the  day  of  the  accident  the  felt  on  this  machine 
became  somewhat  wrinkled,  and  plaintiff  stepped  to  a  point 
where  the  felt  feeds  between  the  press  rolls,  and  attempted 
to  straighten  it.  In  so  doing  he  allowed  the  fingers  of  his 
left  hand  to  be  drawn  between  the  rolls.  The  third  and 
fourth  fingers  and  a  portion  of  the  second  were  so  crushed 
that  they  had  to  be  taken  off.  The  negligence  complained 
of  was  that  the  plaintiff  was  inexperienced,  and  had  not 
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been  informed  as  to  the  danger  attending  his  work ;  that 
the  felt  was  worn  and  unfit  for  use;  that  the  floor  of  the 
mill  was  slippery  and  icy;  that  there  was  a  lack  of  cross- 
pieces  over  the  felt  to  prevent  the  hands  from  entering  the 
press  rolls;  and  that  he  was  left  in  charge  of  the  machine 
night  and  day,  so  that  he  could  not  secure  needed  rest.  The 
defendant  denied  negligence,  and  alleged  that  plaintiff,  when 
injured,  was  at  a  place  where  it  was  unnecessary  and  im- 
proper for  him  to  be,  and  that  his  accident  was  the  result  of 
his  own  carelessness. 

A  special  verdict,  with  answers  found  by  the  jury,  is  aa 
follows :  "  (1)  Was  the  injury  to  plaintiff  proximately  caused 
by  the  defendant's  negligence  ?  A.  Yes.  (2)  Was  the  dan- 
ger apparent  to  a  person  of  the  age,  experience,  and  under- 
standing of  the  plaintiff?  A.  No.  (3)  Ought  the  plaintiff, 
in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  and  prudence,  to  have  com- 
prehended and  appreciated  the  risk  and  dangers  incident  ta 
taking  hold  of  the  felt  at  the  place  and  in  the  position  where 
he  did  ?  A.  Ko.  (4)  Was  the  want  of  ordinary  care  and 
prudence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  the  proximate  cause  of 
his  injury  ?  A.  No.  (5)  If  the  court  shall  be  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  at  what  sum  do 
you  assess  the  plaintiff's  damages  ?  A.  $500.00.'^  A  judg- 
ment was  entered  for  plaintiff,  from  which  this  appeal  is. 
taken. 

J.  C.  Kerwin^  for  the  appellant. 

For  the  respondent  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief 
of  Ca^^  Sa/nhom,  Zamoreicx  cfe  Park, 

Bardeen,  J.  An  inspection  of  the  complaint  shows  that 
the  issuable  facts  as  to  defendant's  neglect  may  be  stated  as 
follows:  That  plaintiff  was  inexperienced  as  to  his  duties, 
and  that  defendant  failed  and  neglected  to  instruct  or  inform 
him  as  to  the  dangers  pertaining  to  his  work;  that  defend- 
ant neglected  to  furnish  sufficient  help  to  operate  his  pulp 
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mill;  that  defendant  failed  to  furnish  the  plaintiff  a  safe 
place  to  work,  but  allowed  the  floor  of  the  mill  to  become 
covered  with  ice,  so  that  it  was  slippery  and  unsafe ;  and  that 
the  felt  upon  which  the  pulp  was  gathered  was  worn  and 
unfit  for  use.  These  allegations  of  negligence  were  put  in 
issue  by  the  defendant's  answer,  and  covered  the  substantial, 
issuable  facts  concerning  which  proof  was  offered.  When  a 
special  verdict  was  demanded,  it  became  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  submit  these  matters  to  the  jury  in  such  form  that 
they  might  determine  i\ie facts  so  presented,  and  not  the  con- 
clusions to  be  derived  therefrom.  "  A  special  verdict  is  that 
by  which  the  jury  find  the  facts  only,  leaving  the  judgment 
to  the  court."  Stats.  1898,  sees.  2857,  2858 ;  Andrews  v,  CI,  M. 
<&  St.  P.  a.  Co.  96  Wis.  348.  Too  much  emphasis  cannot  be- 
laid upon  this  requirement.  We  are  not  concerned  in  the 
policy  of  the  law  which  allows  a  special  verdict.  It  is  suffi- 
cient for  our  purpose  that  the  law  is  so  written,  and  it  be- 
comes our  duty  to  see  that  it  is  carried  out  by  trial  judges 
in  accordance  with  its  true  spirit  and  purpose.  This  court 
has  had  occasion,  very  recently,  to  criticise  and  condemn  a 
verdict  similar  to  the  one  submitted  in  this  case.  Zee  v.  C.y 
St.  P.,  M.  <&  a  E.  Co.  101  Wis.  352.  It  was  there  said  that 
it  amounted  \a  little  more  than  submitting  a  general  verdict 
in  sections,  a  practice  not  at  all  in  conformity  to  legal  re- 
quirements. The  true  office  of  a  special  verdict  is  to  single 
out  the  issuable  facts  of  the  case  upon  which  the  defendant's 
obligation  rests.  The  questions  should  be  so  framed  as  to 
present,  in  as  clear  and  sharp  a  way  as  possible,  the  real 
issues  concerning  which  proof  is  offered,  so  that,  when  de^ 
termined  by  the  jury,  the  court  may  apply  the  law  and  render 
judgment  accordingly.  In  this  case,  instead  of  directing  the 
jury's  attention,  by  proper  questions,  to  the  contested  ques- 
tions of  negligence,  the  court  submits  an  omnibus  conclusion, 
the  answer  to  which  leaves  the  defendant  unadvised  as  to 
the  real  fact  of  negligence  upon  which  the  jury's  conclu- 
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sion  is  based.  We  do  not  desire'  to  be  understood  as  hold- 
ing that  the  s;ibmission  of  a  question  of  this  kind  would  be 
error  if  no  other  questions  were  requested,  but,  where  proper 
questions  are  requested  and  refused,  we  hold  such  refusal  to 
be  error.  Trial  courts  are  not  always  to  blame  for  the  im- 
perfections of  special  verdicts.  The  practice  by  attorneys  of 
submitting  a  long  list  of  questions  calling  for  the  determina- 
tion of  mere  evidentiary  matters  is  very  common,  jsmd  ought 
to  be  condemned.  It  is  more  confusing  than  helpful  to  the 
court,  and  not  infrequently  leads  to  confusion  and  error. 

In  this  case,  counsel  for  defendant  asked  the  court  to  sub- 
mit twenty-one  different  questions,  only  a  very  few  of  which 
were  applicable  to  the  case  or  proper  to  be  given.  There  are, 
however,  several  questions  relating  to  defendant's  negli- 
gence, and  bearing  upon  the  controverted  facts,  which  the 
court  ought  to  have  submitted.  One  related  to  the  fact  of 
whether  plaintiff  had  been  cautioned  or  warned  not  to  at- 
tempt to  straighten  the  felt  just  before  it  reached  the  press 
rollers.  Another  related  to  the  defective  character  of  the 
felt.  Others  were  sufficient  to  suggest  to  the  court  the  act- 
ual facts  in  controversy,  and  all  of  which  the  court  refused 
to  submit.  The  only  question  in  the  verdict  bearing  upon 
defendant's  negligence  i&  as  follows:  "Was  the  injury  to 
plaintiff  proximately  caused  by  defendant's  negligence  ?  " 
It  requires  but  a  glance  to  discover  that  it  is  susceptible  to 
the  criticism  heretofore  suggested.  The  form  is  not  to  be 
approved,  and  its  harmful  character  was  heightened  by  the 
court's  instruction.  He  tells  the  jury  that "  proximate  cause 
means  the  nearest  cause ;  direct  or  immediate  cause,  in  con- 
tradistinction to  the  indirect  or  remote  cause."  Applying 
this  instruction  to  the  question  submitted,  it  requires  no 
argument  to  demonstrate  the  faulty  and  harmful  character 
of  both  questions  and  instruction.  Deisenrieter  v.  Kraus- 
M&rhd  M.  Co,  97  Wis.  279. 

The  jury  found,  in  answer  to  questions  2  and  3,  that  the 
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danger  of  operating  the  machine  was  not  apparent  to  a  per- 
son of  the  age,  experience,  and  understanding  of  plaintiff, 
and  that  he  ought  not  to  have  comprehended  the  danger  in- 
cident to  taking  hold  of  the  felt  as  he  did.  Can  these  find- 
ings be  sustained  ? 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  plaintifif  was  a  bright,  intel- 
ligent boy;  that  he  had  worked  at  this  identical  machine 
several  months  continuously  during  the  year  previous  to  his 
injury ;  that  he  had  been  at  work  on  the  same  machine  from 
some  time  in  November  to  the  last  day  of  January,  the  day 
he  was  hurt.  He  had  watched  others  handle  the  machine, 
and  had  learned  how  to  handle  the  guide  roller  and  to  oper- 
ate the  machine.  He  said  he  was  anxious  to  learn  how  to 
operate  the  machine,  and  had  had  control  of  the  guide  roll 
for  a  month  or  more  before  the  accident  happened.  The 
dangers  of  operating  the  machine  were  apparent  at  a  glance. 
There  is  no  pretense  or  claim  that  the  precise  danger  to 
which  plaintiff  exposed  himself  was  hidden,  or  that  his  atten- 
tion was  distracted,  or  that  any  cause  intervened  or  con- 
tributed to  the  risk.  The  allegation  in  the  complaint  that 
the  floor  was  icy,  and  that  plaintiff  slipped,  causing  his  hand 
to  be  caught  between  the  roll,  is  not  supported  by  a  single 
fact  testified  to  in  the  case.  It  is  true  the  plaintiff  says  that 
he  was  not  warned  of  the  danger  of  getting  his  hands  in  the 
rolls,  and  that  he  did  not  understand  or  know  there  was 
danger  of  his  getting  hurt.  There  was  nothing  complicated 
or  hidden  in  the  act  he  was  about  to  perform.  The  machine 
was  in  plain  sight  before  him.  The  moving  felt  was  being 
fed  between  the  rolls,  in  plain  sight,  and  right  before  his 
eyes.  No  warning  that  could  have  been  given  him  could 
have  made  the  danger  of  getting  his  fingers  between  the 
rolls  more  evident.  The  danger  was  so  plain  and  obvious 
from  the  situation  that  affirmative  proof  of  the  fact  was  un- 
necessary. With  nothing  to  distract  his  attention,  with  the 
danger  visible  before  him,  for  him  to  grasp  the  felt  in  such 
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proximity  to  the  rolls  as  to  permit  them  to  catch  his  fingers 
was  an  act  of  carelessness  that  cannot  be  reconciled  with 
ordinary  care.  A  discussion  of  a  very  similar  situation  in 
the  recent  case  of  Roth  v,  S.  K  Barrett  Mfg.  Co,  9fi  Wis.  615, 
covers  the  ground  so  fully  that  we  need  not  proceed  further. 
Upon  the  evidence  produced,  we  are  clearly  of  the  opinion 
that  the  finding  of  the  jury  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  sixth  question  in  the  special  verdict,  which  reads, 
"  Was  the  want  of  ordinary  care  and  prudence  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  the  proximate  cause  of  his  injury?  "  is' objec- 
tionable. The  real  inquiry  is,  Did  such  want  of  care  and 
prudence  contribute  to  produce  the  injury?  The  form  of 
this  question,  taken  in  connection  with  the  definition  given 
the  jury  of  proximate  cause,  must  have  left  the  jury  in  great 
confusion. 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  is  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 
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Ingersoll,  Respondent,  vs.  Sbatoft,  Appellant. 

F^brwvry  ;P7—  March  14, 1899. 

Vacating  judgment:  Rights  of  surety  on  appeal  bond. 

A  surety  upon  an  appeal  bond  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  any 
judgment  finally  recovered  against  his  principal  is  not  entitled,  in 
the  absence  of  fraud  or  collusion,  to  have  a  judgment  against  his 
principal  vacated  and  to  have  permission  to  defend,  where  his 
principal  would  have  no  such  right. 


Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Winne- 
bago county:  Geo.  W.  Burnell,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

J.  C.  Kerwin^  for  the  appellant. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Thompson^  Har- 
shaw  cfe  Thompson^  and  oral  argument  by  J.  C.  Thompson. 
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Cassodat,  C.  J.  It  appears  from  the  record,  in  effect,  that 
the  plaintiff  commenced  this  action  against  the  Ingersoll 
Land  &  Lumber  Company,  in  April  1895,  to  recover  a  bal- 
ance of  account  for  services  as  general  manager  of  the  cor- 
poration; that  the  corporation  answered;  that  the  case  was 
twice  continued  at  the  request  of  the  corporation;  that  an 
amended  answer  was  filed  on  leave  had,  and  a  counterclaim 
made  therein  for  rent,  wrong,  fraud,  negligence,  and  mal- 
feasance upon  the  plaintiff's  part,  as  the  corporation's  ofl9cer, 
and  judgment  demanded  for  a  large  sum  against  the  plaint- 
iff; that  plaintiff  replied;  that  the  defendant  moved  to  have 
the  same  made  more  definite  and  certain,  which  motion  was 
overruled  January  2, 1897;  that  the^  corporation  appealed 
therefrom  to  this  court,  and  upon  such  appeal  the  corpora- 
tion was  required  to  give,  and  did  give,  the  requisite  under- 
taking, with  Henry  Sherry  and  this  appellant  as  sureties, 
whereby,  pursuant  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided, they  did  undertake  that  the  corporation  would  pay 
all  costs  and  damages  which  might  be  awarded  against  it 
on  such  appeal,  not  exceeding  $250,  and  did  also  undertake 
that,  if  the  plaintiff  finally  recovered  judgment  against  it  in 
that  action,  then  that  it  would  pay  the  amount  directed  to 
be  paid  by  .such  final  judgment,  not  exceeding  $1,000;  that 
such  appeal  was  dismissed  on  motion  of  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney, and  the  cause  remanded  and  noticed  for  trial  at  the 
December  term,  1897;  that  prior  to  that  time  the  plaintiff, 
Henry  Sherry,  and  the  corporation,  had  become  insolvent, 
and  the  corporation  and  Henry  Sherry  had  each  made  vol- 
untary assignments  for  the  benefit  of  their  creditors ;  that 
the  plaintiff  and  the  corporation  respectively  waived  a  jury 
trial,  and  in  open  court,  February  14, 1898,  agreed  to,  and 
the  court  set  the  cause  down  for,  trial  March  29, 1898. 

It  further  appears  that  March  16, 1898,  the  corporation's 
attorneys,  having  determined  that  it  was  unwise  to  defend 
the  action  or  prosecute  the  counterclaim,  wrote  to  the  ap- 
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'  pellant  that  the  case  would  be  reached  for  trial  late  in 
March,  1898,  and  asked  what  action  he  would  take  with 
reference  to  the  trial;  that  the  appellant  thereupon  con- 
sulted his  attorney  and  directed  him  to  protect  his  interest ; 
that  his  attorney  was  informed  that  the  case  would  not  be 
taken  up  until  some  time  in  April,  1898;  that,  without  the 
knowledge  of  this  appellant  or  his  attorney,  the  corporation, 
through  its  attorneys,  March  29, 1898,  withdrew  its  counter- 
claim and  suffered  judgment  to  be  taken  against  the  corpo- 
ration for  $280  damages,  together  with  costs;  that  July  5, 
1398,  the  attorneys  for  the  corporation  consented  in  writing 
that  this  appellant  be,  and  he  thereby  was,  authorized  to  ap- 
pear in  the  name  of  the  corporation  in  this  action  or  other- 
wise, and  open  such  judgment,  and  defend  the  action,  and 
take  such  proceedings  in  that  regard  as  he  might  think  fit 
or  as  might  be  ordered  by  the  court,  at  his  own  expense ; 
that  the  appellant  thereupon  prepared  his  petition,  verified 
July  6, 1898,  excusing  his  neglect  and  claiming  a  good  de- 
fense upon  the  merits,  and  July  8, 1898,  upon  such  consent 
and  petition  and  affidavits  of  himself  and  his  attorney  and 
Benjamin  Hooper,  J.  W.  Cameron,  and  Henry  Sherry,  ob- 
tained an  order  to  show  cause  why  the  judgment  so  entered 
should  not  be  set  aside  and  vacated  and  this  appellant  per- 
mitted to  defend;  that  upon  the  hearing  of  that  application 
counter  affidavits  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  several  attorneys 
and  agents  were  read,  and  the  motion  was  finally  deter- 
mined October  11, 1898,  when  the  court  ordered  that  peti- 
tioner's motion  to  open  and  vacate  the  judgment,  and  for 
permission  to  defend  the  action,  be,  and  the  same  was  thereby, 
denied,  with  $10  costs,  and  that  the  order  theretofore  granted 
therein  staying  proceedingc  be,  and  the  same  was  thereby, 
vacated. 

From  that  order  the  petitioner,  Seatoft^  appeals. 

It  is  conceded  that  the  court  denied  the  application  to 
open  the  judgment  on  the  ground  that,  in  the  absence  of 
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fraud  or  collusion,  the  surety,  Seatoft^  would  have  had  no 
right  to  open  the  judgment  where  the  principal  would  not 
have  such  right,  and  that  in  this  case  there  could  be  no 
doubt  that  the  principal  would  have  had  no  standing  in 
court  for  such  a  motion. 

We  all  fully  concur  in  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court.  The 
cause  had  been  pending  about  three  years  before  the  judg- 
ment was  entered.  The  appeal  on  which  the  undertaking 
was  given  was  from  an  order  refusing  to  make  the  plaintiff's 
reply  to  the  corporation's  counterclaim  more  definite  and 
certain.  That  undertaking,  so  signed  by  this  appellant  and 
Henry  Sherry,  was  an  absolute  agreement  in  this  same  ac- 
tion to  pay  all  costs  and  damages  which  might  be  awarded 
against  the  corporation  on  such  appeal,  and  also  the  amount 
of  any  final  'judgment  which  the  plaintiff  might  recover 
therein,  not  exceeding  $1,000.  The  corporation  and  Henry 
Sherry  respectively  failed  and  made  an  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  their  creditors  more  than  four  months  prior  to  the 
entry  of  the  judgment  in  question.  It  is  admitted  that  the 
plaintiff  was  also  insolvent,  and  that,  twelve  days  prior  to 
the  entry  of  that  judgment,  the  attorneys  for  the  corporation 
in  this  action  notified  the  appellant  that,  under  the  circum- 
stances, they  deemed  it  unwise  to  defend  the  action  or  prose- 
cute the  counterclaim.  Such  being  the  facts,  it  is  manifest 
that  there  was  no  fraud  or  collusion  in  allowing  judgment 
to  be  entered  as  it  was;  and  it  is  equally  manifest  that  the 
corporation  was  in  no  position  to  have  such  judgment  vacated. 
The  statutes  requiring  undertakings  to  be  given  upon  appeals 
are  remedial,  and  should  be  liberally  construed  to  effect  their 
object.  Sidro  v,  BigeloWy  31  Wis.  527;  Smith  v.  Lockwood^ 
34  Wis.  72.  This  court  has  expressly  held  that  "  where  a 
surety  has  contracted  with  reference  to  the  conduct  of  one 
of  the  parties  to  a  suit  or  proceeding  in  court,  he  is  concluded 
by  the  judgment  therein."  Shepard  v.  Pebbles^  38  Wis.  373. 
The  same  principle  has  been  frequently  sanctioned  by  this 
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court.  So  this  court  has  recently  held  that, "  in  the  absence 
of  fraud  or  collusion,  the  sureties  on  a  probate  bond  are  con- 
cluded by  the  decree  of  the  proper  court,  rendered  upon  an 
accounting  of  their  principal,  as  to  the  amount  of  their  prin- 
cipal's liability,  even  though  they  were  not  parties  to  such 
accounting."  Meyer  v.  Barth^  97  Wis.  352,  355,  and  cases 
there  cited.  See,  also,  Roberts  v.  Weadock,  98  Wis.  405 ;  J^rall 
V.  Libher/y  53  Wis.  292.  The  same  principle  is  applicable  to 
this  case.  Further  discussion  is  unnecessary. 
By  the  Court. —  The  order  of  the  circuit  court  is  af&rmed. 


BAin>BLL,  Bespondent,  vs.  Jellbff  and  another,  imp.,  Ap- 
pellants. 

Fdnniary  H — March  IJ^  1899. 

Findings  of  fact:  Appeal:  Notice  offraudL 

In  an  action  to  set  aside  deeds  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  a  finding  of 
the  trial  court  that  purcha^rs  from  plaintiff's  grantee  took  title 
with  notice  of  facts  and  circumstances  sufficient  to  put  them  upon 
inquiry,  which  would  have  led  them  to  discover  the  fraud  of  their 
grantor  in  obtaining  title  from  the  plaintiff,  is  held  to  be  an  infer- 
ence of  fact  from  various  items  of  evidence,  and  not  a  conclusion 
of  law.  It  will  therefore  not  be  disturbed  imless  the  evidence  pre- 
ponderates against  it.    ' 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Green 
Lake  county:  Geo.  W.  Burnell,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

This  is  an  action  to  set  aside  and  annul  a  deed  from  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendants  William  M.  Bandell  and  wife, 
and  also  a  deed  from  said  Bandell  and  wife  to  the  defend- 
ants Jdleff  and  Wakefidd^  on  the  ground  that  said  Bandell 
procured  his  deed  by  a  fraud  upon  plaintiff  and  that  his 
grantees  took  title  with  knowledge  of  such  fraud. 

The  trial  court,  among  others,  made  the  following  find- 
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ing  of  fact:  "(21)  That  at  the  time  of  the  execution  and 
delivery  to  said  Jelleff  and  Wakefield^  by  said  William  H. 
Bandell  and  wife,  on  said  3d  day  of  April,  1897  (said  deed 
being  the  deed  described  as  Exhibit  B  of  the  complaint), 
they,  the  said  Jelleff  and  Wakefield^  had  notice  of  facts  and 
circumstances  sufficient  to  put  them  upon  inquiry,  which  in- 
quiry would  have  led  them  to  discover  the  fraud  of  said 
William  M.  Bandell  in  procuring  said  deed  from  plaintiff  on 
the  16th  day  of  January,  1896  (being  said  Exhibit  A  of  the 
complaint),  and  to  discover  the  fraudulent  intent  of  the  said 
William  M.  Bandell  in  executing  to  them,  said  Jelleff  and 
Waksjieldj  said  deed  of  said  lands,  viz.  said  deed  described  as 
Exhibit  B  of  the  complaint." 

The  defendants  JeUeff  and  Wakefield  appealed  from  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  Thom^son^  Har- 
shaw  cfe  Thompson^  and  oral  argument  by  J.  C.  Thompson. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  R.  F.  HcumnUon^ 
attorney,  and  Perry  Nukern^  of  counsel,  and  oral  argument 
by  Mr.  Hcmiilton. 

Dodge,  J.    An  examination  of- the  evidence  discloses  no 

preponderance  against  the  findings  of  fact,  by  which,  among 

other  things,  it  is  found  that  the  defendants  took  title  with 

notice  of  facts  and  circumstances  sufficient  to  put  them 

upon  inquiry,  which  would  have  led  them  to  discover  the 

fraud  of  their  grantor  in  obtaining  title  froni  the  plaintiff. 

This  is  not,  as  contended  by  appellants,  a  conclusion  of  law, 

but  an  inference  of  fact  from  various  items  of  evidence.   Its 

effect  is  to  deily  the  appellants  the  protection  equity  might 

accord  to  an  innocent  purchaser  for  value,  and  they  are  not 

entitled  to  reimbursement  of  the  small  amount  of  money 

paid  by  them  to  their  grantor,  no  part  of  which  came  to  the 

hands  of  the  plaintiff.    Rindskopf  v.  MyerSy  87  Wis.  80. 

By  the  Court. —  Judgment  affirmed. 
Vol.  102—31 
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Garnishees,  Eespondents. 

February  fS7 — March  IJh  1899, 
Voluntary  assignment:  Chattel  mortgages, 

L  A  conveyance  or  other  arrangement  by  which  an  insolvent  debtor 
places  i>art  or  aU  of  his  property  under  the  control  of  another, 
whether  a  creditor  or  not,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  one  or  more  of 
his  creditors,  with  or  without  preferences,  constitutes  an  assign- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  creditors  and  is  voidable  at  the  election  of 
any  creditor  not  consenting  thereto,  unless  the  statutory  requisites 
for  the  making  of  voluntary  assignments  be  complied  with. 

2.  Where  separate  mortgages  of  the  property  of  an  insolvent  debtor 
were  given  at  the  same  time  to  several  creditors,  with  an  agree- 
ment or  understanding,  evidenced  by  the  writings  and  by  the  con- 
duct of  the  parties,  that  the  first  mortgagee  should  take  immediate 
possession  for  the  benefit  of  all,  convert  the  property  into  money, 
and  account  therefor  to  the  other  mortgagees  or  their  mutual 
agenty  the  transaction  is  held  to  have  constituted  a  voluntary  as- 
signment. Menzeaheimer  v,  Kennedy,  75  Wis.  411,  and  Michelatet- 
ter  V,  Weiner,  82  Wi&  29^^  distinguished. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circnit  court  for  Winne- 
bago county:  Geo,  "VV.  Burnell,  Circuit  Judge.    Meversed, 

August  27, 1897,  the  principal  defendants  were  insolvent 
merchants  having  on  hand  a  stock  in  trade  and  some  store 
fixtures  of  the  value  of  some  over  $2,000  and  about  $500  in 
book  accounts.  Among  the  creditors  of  such  defendants 
were  plaintiff  and  the  mortgagees  hereinafter  mentioned. 
Such  mortgagees,  each  acting  independently  of  the  other  and 
knowing  of  the  insolvent  condition  of  such  defendants,  gave 
his  or  its  claim  to  M.  H.  Eatou,  an  attorney  at  law,  with  in- 
structions to  collect  or  secure  it.  After  receiving  such  claims, 
the  attorney  demanded  payment  or  security,  in  accordance 
with  his  instructions  from  the  creditors.  Such  defendants 
thereupon  gave  such  creditors  mortgages  upon  their  entire 
property,  each  being  in  form  independent  of  the  others.  All 
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the  mortgages  were  made  at  the  same  time,  in  the  same  place, 
and  in  the  order  the  claims  were  received  by  the  attorney. 
The  first  mortgage  was  given  to  W.  W.  NefftoT  $550.  That 
was  followed  by  others  in  the  following  order :  E.  H,  Hicksy 
$300;  Com/mercial  Bcmh  of  08hko8hy%175;  German  Ameri- 
can B(mk  of  Oshkoshj  $176;  South  Side  JExchange  Bamk  of 
Oahhoshy  $240 ;  Frank  A.  Leach^  $150.26.  The  last  mortgage 
covered  the  book  accounts  as  well  as  the  stock.  Each  mort- 
gage contained  a  provision  as  follows : 

"  It  is  further  understood  and  agreed  between  the  parties 

hereto  that  for  further  security  the  said shall  take, 

and  does  take,ihe  actual  and  full  possession  of  said  property 
and  every  part  thereof,  so  as  to  be  and  become  the  mortgagee 
in  possession,  and  it  is  farther  agreed  that  aU  proceeds  de- 
rived by  said  second  party  from  sales  of  any  of  said  property 
shall  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  aforesaid  notes,  and 
said  second  party  shall  well  and  truly  account  for  all  money 
received  by  him  from  such  sales." 

All  of  the  mortgages  were  filed  by  the  attorney  in  the 
office  of  the  city  clerk  at  the  same  time,  but  in  the  order  in 
which  they  were  made.  The  attorney  handled  the  matter 
for  all  of  the  creditors  named,  drew  the  mortgages,  obtained 
the  signatures  thereto,  placed  the  same  on  file,  obtained  cer- 
tified copies  of  them  preparatory  to  taking  possession  of  the 
property,  and  delivered  to  Ifeff'  his  copy,  who  immediately 
took  possession  of  such  property,  and  that  was  speedily  fol- 
lowed  by  a  taking  possession  by  the  attorney  for  the  other 
mortgagees  in  their  order.  Thereafter,  Neff  sold  sufficient 
of  the  property  to  more  than  cover  his  claim,  then  accounted 
to  Eaton,  the  attorney,  as  agent  for  the  other  mortgagees, 
who  then  took  absolute  control  of  the  property  and  continued 
the  conversion  of  the  same  into  money  till  the  whole  busi- 
ness was  closed  out.  The  mortgagee  Leach  asserted  a  right 
in  the  meantime  to  control  the  book  accounts,  and  made  some 
collections  thereon. 
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After  the  mortgages  were  made,  and  Neff  had  taken  pos- 
session of  the  property,  and  Attorney  Eaton  had  asserted 
possession  thereto  subject  to  the  rights  of  Neff^  plaintiff  com- 
menced an  action  to  recover  its  claim  against  the  principal 
defendants,  and  this  garnishee  proceeding,  summoning  all 
the  mortgagees  as  garnishees.  Such  garnishees  answered 
separately,  putting  in  issue  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  as  to 
the  invalidity  of  such  mortgages.  On  the  trial  the  evidence 
established  the  hona  fides  of  the  indebtedness  secured  by  the 
mortgages,  and  established  the  facts  substantially  as  before 
indicated.  There  was  considerable  direct  evidence  that  the 
mortgages  were  taken  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  recover 
the  indebtedness  secured  thereby  from  the  principal  defend- 
ants. The  court  found  the  facts  as  indicated;  that  the  sev- 
eral mortgages  were  separate  and  distinct  transactions;  that 
there  was  no  concert  of  action  between  the  mortgagees; 
that  Neff  acted  solely  for  himself  in  taking  possession  of  and 
selling  the  mortgaged  property ;  and  that  the  mortgages  were 
all  valid  and  the  garnishees  not  liable.  Judgment  was  en- 
tered accordingly. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  separate  briefs  by  Fdker^ 
Stewart  <&  McDonald^  attorneys,  and  Thompson^  Ilarshaw  <& 
Thompson^  of  counsel,  and  oral  argument  by  F,  C.  Stewart 
and  J.  C  Thompson, 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  Eaton  <&  Weed, 
and  oral  argument  by  J7.  Z  Weed,  To  the  point  that  the 
mortgages,  being  taken  in  good  faith  to  secure  honest  debts, 
were  valid  and  to  be  enforced,  they  cited  JBleiler  v,  Moore, 
94  Wis.  385;  £och  v,  Peters,  97  Wis.  492;  B.  B.  Clafiin  Co. 
V,  Grashom,  99  Wis.  356. 

Marshall,  J.  The  question  for  decision  on  this  appeal  is : 
Did  the  mortgages  given  by  Davis  &  Buckstaff  to  the  gar- 
nishee defendants,  under  the  circumstances,  constitute  an 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  within  the  decisions 
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of  this  court  in  Winner  v.  Hoyt^  66  Wis.  227 ;  Strong  v.  Kalk^ 
91  Wis.  29 ;  Jameson  v.  Maxcy^  91  Wis.  503 ;  Collins  v.  Corwith^ 
94  Wis.  514,  and  similar  cases  ?  The  principles  of  law  govern- 
ing the  subject  are  too  well  known  to  require  any  discussion 
here.  It  is  the  established  doctrine  that  if  an  insolvent 
debtor  make  a  conveyance  to,  or  by  any  arrangement  place 
his  property  under  the  control  of,  another,  whether  such  other 
be  a  creditor  or  not,  or  whether  all  the  debtor's  property  be 
so  placed  or  not,  for  the  benefit  of  one  or  more  of  his  cred- 
itors, with  or  without  preferences,  it  constitutes  an  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  and  is  voidable  at  the  election  of 
any  creditor  not  consenting  thereto  unless  the  statutory  req- 
uisites for  the  making  of  assignments  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors be  complied  with.  In  short,  if  the  transaction  combine 
the  elements  of  assignor,  trustee,  trust,  creditors,  and  cestui 
qiLe  trust  who  can  compel  the  enforcement  of  the  trust,  so  that 
all  the  common-law  requisites  of  an  assignment  for  the  ben- 
efit of  creditors  are  present,  it  will  fail  at  the  option  of  any 
creditor  who  may  properly  challenge  its  validity,  if  any 
material  statutory  requirement  on  the  subject  be  violated. 
The  learned  trial  court  said  the  facts  here  do  not  bring 
the  case  within  the  principles  of  law  above  referred  to,  rest- 
ing his  conclusion  largely  on  Memesheimer  v.  Kennedy,  75 
Wis.  411,  and  Mwhelstetter  v.  Weiner,  82  Wis.  298.  The  for- 
mer case  does  not  seem  to  apply.  There  were  two  mort- 
gages each  given  independently  of  the  other  to  a  creditor, 
without  any  agreement  between  the  two  creditors,  or  either 
of  them,  and  the  mortgagor  to  take  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty as  trustee.  Here  there  was  unquestionably  an  under- 
standing that  the  property  should  immediately  pass  into  the 
possession  of  the  first  mortgagee  for  conversion  into  money 
and  distribution  thereof  in  the  order  of  the  priority  of  the 
various  mortgages.  It  in  effect  so  states  in  the  instruments, 
and  the  conduct  of  all  the  parties  is  consistent  with  that 
view  and  with  no  other.    The  latter  case  cited  does  not 


486  SUPEEME  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.         [102 

Sweet,  Dempster  &  Co.  vs.  Neff  and  others. 

seem  to  have  any  applicatioa  to  the  facts  here.  The  de- 
cision turned  on  the  finding  that  the  transfer  of  the  prop- 
erty was  absolute,  in  payment  of  a  debt  owing  to  the  vendee 
and  in  consideration  of  his  agreeing  to  pay  off  the  other 
debts  which  were  secured  on  the  property  transferred.  The 
vendee  in  that  case  did  not  become  a  trustee  for  the  other 
two  creditors,  but  became  their  debtor.  The  essential  ele- 
ments of  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  did  not 
exist.  There  was  no  absolute  conveyance  of  property  in 
this  case,  and  no  similarity  between  the  two  cases  that  we 
can  perceive. 

If  JV^ef  became,  by  agreement  of  the  parties,  a  trustee  for 
the  subsequent  mortgagees,  then  it  must  be  admitted  that 
all  the  elements  of  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  credit- 
ors entered  into  the  transactions  which  resulted  in  giving 
him  that  status.  There  were  the  assignors,  Davis  &  Buck- 
staff,  the  assignee  or  trustee,  ^ef,  the  trust  reposed  in  him 
by  virtue  of  his  situation,  the  cestuia  que  trusty  the  other 
creditors  who  could  enforce  the  trust.  If  we  were  left  to 
determine  just  what  the  agreement  was  between  Eaton,  the 
attorney  who  represented  all  the  creditors,  and  Neff^  the 
first  mortgagee,  and  the  debtors,  by  the  circumstances  of 
the  transaction,  some  difficulty  might  be  met  with  in  de- 
termining the  true  situation.  But  we  are  not  so  left.  In 
the  JS^eff^  mortgage,  as  well  as  in  all  the  others,  in  addition 
to  the  usual  clause  obligating  the  mortgagee  to  turn  over  to 
the  mortgagor  any  surplus  arising  from  the  property  over 
and  above  the  mortgage  debt,  in  case  of  conversion  of  the 
property  into  money  by  the  mortgagee,  there  was  added 
the  significant  clause  obliging  iV^^  to  take  immediate  pos- 
session of  the  property  and  account  for  all  sales.  That 
clearly  contemplated,  not  only  possession  of  the  property 
by  Niff^  but  a  sale  thereof  by  him  and  accounting,  not  to 
the  mortgagor,  but  to  the  subsequent  mortgagees.  True, 
he  had  authority,  probably,  to  sell  at  retail,  and  after  receiv- 
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ing  sufficient  to  satisfy  his  own  claim  to  turn  the  balance  of 
the  property  over  to  the  other  mortgage  creditors  in  the 
order  of  their  priority,  or  to  Eaton  as  their  mutual  agent. 
But  it  is  quite  clear  that  such  was  not  the  original  scheme. 
The  parties  contemplated  an  immediate  sale  of  the  entire 
property  and  an  accounting  for  the  proceeds  to  the  other 
mortgagees  or  to  Eaton  for  them. 

If  there  was  no  other  purpose  in  the  making  of  the  instru- 
ments than  to  secure  N^^  the  peculiar  clause  referred  to 
was  entirely  unnecessary.  In  connection  with  the  fact  that 
all  the  mortgages  were  made  at  the  same  time,  drawn  and 
filed  by  the  same  attorney,  and  that  Neff\y^  the  instructions 
of  such  attorney  took  possession  of  the  property  and  was 
then  notified  by  the  latter  that  he  claimed  the  right  thereto, 
representing  the  other  creditors,  subject  to  the  former's  claim, 
it  is  quite  clear  that  the  purpose  of  the  added  clause  was  for 
Neff  to  take  such  possession  and  account  for  his  doings  to 
the  subsequent  incumbrancers.  That  th9  purpose  was  as  in- 
dicated is  clearly  borne  out  by  the  fact  that  Neff  did  not  at 
first  endeavor  to  sell  sufficient  of  the  property  to  pay  his 
own  claim.  His  first  effort  was  to  sell  in  bulk.  It  was  only 
upon  his  failing  to  obtain  a  satisfactory  oflfer  that  way  that 
he  proceeded  to  sell  at  retail. 

So  the  agreement,  as  evidenced  by  the  writings  and  what 
occurred  pursuant  thereto,  appears  to  have  been  that  Neff 
should  take  possession  of  the  entire  property  for  the  benefit 
of  himself  and  all  subsequent  mortgagees,  and  account  to 
them  for  his  handling  thereof;  that  he  should  sell  the  whole 
in  bulk  and  dispose  of  the  fund  realized  by  satisfying  his 
own  claim  and  turning  the  balance  over  to  the  subsequent 
mortgagees  in  the  order  of  their  priority,  or  to  Eaton  as 
their  agent,  for  distribution.  The  understanding  probably 
was,  too,  that  if  a  sale  could  not  be  made  of  the  property  as 
a  whole,  Neff  should  sell  at  retail,  accounting  for  all  sales  to 
Eaton  or  to  the  creditors  represented  by  him,  he  having  the 
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right  to  take  possession  after  Neff^B  claim  was  satisfied.  In 
either  case,  Neff  became  a  trustee  in  possession  for  the  other 
creditors.  If  the  mortgages  were  separate,  independent 
transactions,  and  Neff^s  liability  to  answer  to  subsequent 
mortgagees  merely  the  legal  result  of  the  situation,  the  case 
would  be  different.  But  there  was  something  more  than  a 
liability  by  operation  of  law.  There  was  a  written  agree- 
ment to  take  possession  of  the  property  and  to  account  for 
all  sales,  which,  as  before  indicated,  clearly  meant  account 
to  the  other  mortgagees.  That,  with  the  concert  of  action 
in  the  whole  transaction,  is  consistent  with  no  other  reason- 
able theory  than  that  Ifeff^a  possession  of  the  property  was 
by  mutual  agreement  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  mortgagees^ 
in  the  order  of  their  priority.  He  became  obligated  by  such 
agreement  to  answer  to  them  as  trustee,  and  they  became  his  ^ 
cestui^  que  tribst^  who  could  have  enforced  the  trust  thus  cre- 
ated. Of  that  there  can  be  no  reasonable  controversy  when 
the  whole  situation  is  viewed  properly. 

If  we  should  sustain  the  judgment  appealed  from,  a  way 
would  have  been  discovered  at  last,  after  many  futile  efforts 
in  that  direction,  to  make  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  without  complying  with  the  statutes  of  this  state 
on  the  subject,  and  to  secure  at  the  same  time  a  preference 
of  some  creditors  over  others.  The  sole  requisite  would  be, 
several  mortgages  made  to  favored  creditors,  with  an  agree- 
ment obligating  the  first  mortgagee  to  take  immediate  pos- 
session of  the  property  and  account  for  it  to  the  subsequent 
mortgagees  or  to  their  mutual  agent.  By  that  means  the^ 
legislative  policy  of  the  state,  that  creditors  shall  share 
equally  the  assets  of  their  insolvent  debtor  in  case  of  a  trust 
thereof  for  their  benefit,  and  that  the  trust  shall  be  created 
with  such  safeguards  as  to  secure  its  honest  and  faithful  ad- 
ministration, would  be  most  effectually  defeated.  In  our 
judgment  this  case,  on  the  facts,  comes  clearly  within  the 
condemnation  of  the  statutes  on  the  subject  of  assignments. 
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for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and  previous  adjudications  of 
this  court.    ♦ 

By  the  Court —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings 
according  to  this  opinion. 


White,  Respondent,  vs.  The  Chicago  &  Nobthwbstben 

Railway  Company,  Appellant. 

February  £7 — March  14, 1399. 
BaUroads:  Injury  at  highway  crossing:  Contributory  negligence, 

1.  In  aU  cases  where  the  right  of  recovery  is  hased  upon  negligance 

not  wilful  nor  such  that  the  person  injured  was  deceived  or  mis- 
led by  the  negligent  act  complained  of,  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to 
recover,  must  himself  have  exercised  care,  no  matter  how  clear 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant 

2.  The  duty  of  a  person  approaching  a  railway  track  to  look  and  listen 

before  crossing  is  absolute,  and  nonobr.ervance  of  that  duty  is  neg- 
ligence per  se.  So  held,  in  a  case  where  the  gates  maintained  at  a 
railway  crossing  were  open,  and  plaintiff,  while  walking  across  the 
tracks,  was  struck  by  a  train  running  at  an  unlawful  rate  of  speed, 
which  he  might  have  seen  and  heard  if  he  had  looked  and  listened 
before  attempting  to  cross.  Rohde  v,  C,  (Sb  N,  W,  It,  Co.  86  Wis. 
309,  distinguished. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Winne- 
bago county:  Geo.  W.  Burnell,  Circuit  Judge.     Beversed. 

Action  for  personal  injury.  Defendant  operates  its  rail- 
way through  the  city  of  Neenah,  and  across  Commercial 
street.  The  railroad  tracks  run  north  and  south,  and  Com- 
mercial street  in  a  northeasterly  and  southwesterly  direc- 
tion, and  at  the  point  of  intersection  the  northeast  angle  is 
43°  50'.  The  street  is  crossed  by  four  tracks,  the  main  track 
being  to  the  west.  Next  easterly  is  the  passing  track,  the 
distance  from  center  to  center,  perpendicularly,  being  about 
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thirteen  feet,  from  rail  to  rail  about  eight  feet,  and  along 
the  sidewalk  about  twelve  feet.  Still  further  east,  in  suc- 
cession, are  what  are  known  as  the  storage  and  warehouse 
tracks.  From  the  center  of  the  main  track  to  the  center  of 
the  storage  track,  along  Commercial  street,  the  distance  is 
a  little  more  than  twenty-one  and  one-half  feet,  and  to 
the  center  of  the  warehouse  track  ninety-nine  feet.  Defend- 
ant's depot  is  immediately  north  of  Commercial  street,  and 
west  of  the  main  track,  and  consists  of  a  baggage  room, 
depot,  and  express  room,  under  one  roof.  The  distance 
from  the  north  side  of  the  north  sidewalk  at  the  main  track 
up  the  track  to  a  point  opposite  the  southeast  corner  of  the 
baggage  room  is  132  feet  6  inches,  and  opposite  the  same 
corner  of  the  depot,  192  feet  6  inches.  Gates  were  main- 
tained by  the  defendant  at  this  crossing,  and  were  operated 
from  7  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  until  the  passing  of  the  trains 
which  met  there  and  were  due  at  7:37  in  the  evening. 

Plaintiff  was  injured  about  8:30  in  the  evening  of  Febru- 
ary 9, 1897.  He  lived  in  Neenah.  He  spent  the  early  part 
of  the  evening  in  Menasha,  and  was  returning  home,  walk- 
ing on  the  north  sidewalk  of  Commercial  street  towards  the 
west.  While  passing  over  the  main  track,  he  was  run  into 
by  one  of  defendant's  freight  trains,  and  severely  injured. 
The  negligence  of  defendant  concerning  which  proof  was 
offered  consisted  in  failure  to  operate  the  gates,  blocking  of 
the  sidewalk  by  cars  left  on  the  tracks  east  of  the  main  track, 
and  running  its  train  at  a  dangerous  rate  of  speed  over  the 
crossing,  without  signal  or  warning.  Defendant  admitted 
that  the  gates  were  not  operated,  but  denied  the  other  alle- 
gations of  negligence. 

The  jury  found  by  a  special  verdict  that  the  defendant  was 
guilty  of  negligence  which  was  the  proximate  cause  of  plaint- 
iff's injury;  that  the  plaintiff  was  without  fault;  that  the 
bell  of  the  locomotive  was  ringing  continuously  as  the  train 
approached  and  passed  over  the  crossing;  that  the  speed  of 
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the  train  was  eighteen  miles  per  hour, —  and  assessed  the 
plaintiflPs  damages  at  $5,500.  The  court  refused  to  direct  a 
verdict  for  defendant,  and  refused  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
rendered,  biit  ordered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  From  the 
judgihent  so  entered  this  appeal  is  taken. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Fish,  Gary,  Upham 
c6  Black,  and  oral  argument  by  John,  T.  Fish. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Eaton  c6  Weed 
and  Heiiry  Fiizgibbon,  and  oral  argument  hj  H.  L  Weed, 
To  the  point  that  the  open  gates  were  notice  of  a  clear  track 
and  that  it  was  safe  to  cross  without  taking  the  precautions 
usually  required  to  discover  approaching  trains,  and  that 
negligence  is  not  imputed  to  one  who  acts  upon  that  as- 
surance, they  cited  Hooper  v.  B,  <&  M,  H,  H,  81  Me.  260; 
Glushing  v.  Sharp,  96  K  T.  676;  Ernst  v,  H.  R.  R.  Co,  35 
K  Y.  9;  Lindeman  v.  N.  Y.  0.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  42  Hun,  806; 
Palmer  v.  If.  Y.  C.  <&  H.  R,  R.  Co.  112  K  T.  234;  Tyler  v. 
N.  Y  c&  N.  E.  R.  Co.  137  Mass.  238;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. 
V.  Matthews,  36  N".  J.  Law,  533;  Zake  Shore  c6  M.  S.  R.  Co. 
V.  Frantz,  121^  Pa.  St.  297;  Railway  Co.  v.  Schneider,  45  Ohio 
St.  678;  Richmond  v.  C.  <&  W.  M.  R.  Co.  87  Mch.  374; 
Evans  v.  L.  S.  <&  M.  S.  R.  Co.  88  Mich.  442;  Pennsylvania 
Co.  V.  Stegemeier,  118  Ind.  305;  Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  Yundt,  78  Ind.  373 ;  Chicago,  St.  L.  <&  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hutchinson,  120  111.  587;  Central  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Euhn,  86  Ky. 
678;  AbbeU  v.  C,  M.  <&  St.  P.  R.  Co.  30  Minn.  482;  Central 
Trust  Co.  V.  W.,  St.  L.  <&  P.  R.  Co.  27  Fed.  Eep.  159;  B^lrns 
V.  NoHh  Chicago  R.  M.  Co.  65  Wis.  312;  Rohde  v.  C  <&  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  86  Wis.  309. 

Baedeen,  J.  We  are  urged  to  reverse  this  judgment  on 
the  ground  that  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  with  the  finding  of 
the  jury,  shows  that  he  was  guilty  of  negligence  that  will 
preclude  a  recovery.  The  same  contention  was  addressed  to 
the  trial  judge,  and  denied  on  grounds  hereinafter  referred 
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to.  It  is  admitted  that  proper  gates  were  maintained  at  the 
crossing  where  plaintiff  was  injured,  and  that  they  were  not 
operated  at  the  time  of  the  injury.  It  must  also  be  assumed 
that  the  several  tracks  referred  to  in  the  statement  of  facts 
were  incumbered  with  cars,  the  car  on  the  passing  track 
being  close  to  or  partly  over  the  sidewalk  on  the  north  side 
of  Commercial  street,  and  that,  as  the  jury  has  found,  defend- 
ant's train  approached  the  crossing  at  the  rate  of  eighteen 
miles  per  hour.  It  must  also  be  assumed  that  the  headlight 
in  defendant's  locomotive  was  lighted;  that  the  bell  was 
rung  continuously  as  the  train  approached  the  crossing;  and 
that  the  measurements  as  stated  are  substantially  correct. 
The  plaintiff  was  a  man  about  fifty-five  years  of  age,  pos- 
sessed of  all  his  faculties.  He  had  lived  within  a  few  hundred 
feet  of  this  crossing  for  a  year  and  a  half,  and  was  some- 
what familiar  with  the  surroundings  and  conditions.  He  ap- 
proached the  crossing  on  foot  from  the  east.  We  will  give 
the  circumstances  of  the  accident  in  his  own  language : 

".When  I  approached  the  tracks,  I  see  the  gates  were  up, 
and  cars  standing  on  the  side  track,  warehouse  track,  and  I 
walked  on,  looking  both  ways.  I  supposed  everything  was 
clear,  and  I  walked  on  and  looked  both  ways,  and  I  see  noth- 
ing and  heard  nothing,  and  when  I  got  to  the  main  track  I 
stopped  and  looked  around  the  corner  north  towards  the 
depot.  I  looked  north  around  the  edge  of  the  car.  I  didn't 
walk  around  the  car.  I  stood  and  looked  north,  and  could 
see  down  as  far  as  the  depot,  one  corner  of  it,  and  moved  up 
and  looked  south;  and  I  took  three  or  four  steps,  and  my 
foot  slipped,  and  I  was  struck.  When  I  stopped  at  the  corner 
of  the  car,  I  looked  for  approaching  trains,  but  didn't  see  a 
train  coming  nor  hear  the  bell  of  an  engine  rung." 

This  was  about  half  past  eight  in  the  evening  of  February 
9th.  The  headlight  of  the  locomotive  was  burning,  and  the 
jury  found  that  the  bell  was  ringing.  The  moment  he  passed 
the  car  on  the  passing  track,  if  there  was  a  car  at  that  point, 
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the  view  north  for  1,600  feet  was  clear  and  unobstructed. 
If  the  train  was  near  enough  to  strike  him,  as  he  said  it  did, 
it  must  have  been  in  plain  sight.  There  can  be  no  gainsay- 
irg  this  fact.  It  is  fixed  by  the  uncontroverted  testimony. 
The  wind  was  blowing  southeast,  and  would  naturally  carry 
the  noise  of  the  approaching  train  and  the  sound  of  the  ring- 
ing bell  somewhat  in  his  direction.  There  was  nothing  to 
distract  his  attention  or  prevent  him  using  his  senses.  He 
says  he  looked  but  saw  no  train  and  heard  no  bell.  One  of 
two  conclusions  is  certain, —  either  that  he  did  not  look  and 
listen,  or,  if  he  did  look  and  listen,  he  did  not  heed  what  he 
saw  and  heard.  The  law  presumes  that  he  saw  what  ho 
could  have  seen  if  he  had  looked,  and  heard  what  he  could 
have  heard  if  he  had  listened.  Cawley  v.  La  Crosse  City  H.  Co. 
101  Wis.  145.  The  presumption  being  that  he  saw  and  heard 
the  approaching  train  while  standing  at  a  place  where  he 
was  in  porfect  safety,  the  fact  that  he  got  on  the  track  and 
was  injured  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  he  was  heedless 
and  careless.  The  duty  to  look  and  listen  is  absolute,  and 
nonobservance  of  that  duty  is  negligence  j?^  se.  This  is  the 
rule  of  all  of  the  authorities,  many  of  which  are  cited  in  the 
opinion  before  referred  to.  No  less  certain  and  absolute  is 
the  duty  to  observe  and  heed  the  danger  that  is  in  sight. 
To  a  person  approaching  a  railroad  track  on  foot,  the  dan- 
ger line  is  so  narrow,  and  may  be  avoided  with  so  little 
effort,  that  the  law  justly  thrusts  the  obligation  of  exercising 
that  eflfort  upon  him.  If  he  fails  to  use  common  prudence, 
and  is  injured,  he  is  without  remedy.  Bohan  v.  Jf.,  Z.  S,  <&  W, 
R,  Co,  61  Wis.  391 ;  Hamen  v,  C,  M.  <&  St,  P.  JR.  Co.  83  Wis. 
631 ;  Schnolze  v.  C,  M.  cfe  St,  P.  R.  Co.  83  Wis.  659;  Schlim- 
gen  v.  6?.,  M.  dk  St.  P.  R.  Co.  90  Wis.  186;  Nolan  v.  M.,  L. 
S.  cfe  W.  R.  Co,  91  Wis.  16;  McCadden  v.  Abbot,  92  Wis.  551. 
In  a  written  opinion  denying  the  defendant's  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  the  trial  judge  laid  much  stress  on  the  case  of 
Rohde  V.  C.  <&  N.  W.  R.  Co,  86  Wis.  309,  wherein  it  was  said : 
**  The  open  gate  was  an  assurance  to  the  public  that  there 
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was  no  danger,  and  an  invitation  to  cross  in  safety."  This 
was  said  in  a  case  wliere  the  gates  were  not  lowered,  and 
plaintiff,  relying  thereon,  drove  his  team  in  such  proximity 
to  the  track  that  they  became  frightened  by  a  passing  train, 
and  ran  away.  But  suppose,  while  in  a  place  of  safety, 
plaintiff  in  that  case  had  seen,  or  could  have  seen  by  the  use 
of  ordinary  care,  that  the  train  was  approaching,  would  any 
one  claim  that  he  might  nevertheless  continue  his  way  and 
drive  into  danger  ?  The  paramount  duty  of  the  traveler  is 
to  use  ordinary  care,  and  this  obligation  is  none  the  less  ab- 
solute even  though  the  other  party  is  guilty  of  negligence. 
It  is  only  when  the  traveler  is  lulled  into  security  in  reliance 
upon  the  negligent  act,  and  is  drawn  into  danger  that  he 
could  not  avoid  bj'^  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  that  the 
obligation  to  respond  in  damages  exists.  The  current  of 
authorities  in  support  of  this  rule  is  well-nigh  universal.  An 
extensive  discussion  and  citation  of  authorities  may  be  found 
in  3  Elliott,  R.  E.  §§  1165, 1166.  Thus,  in  Moore  v,  K  & 
W.  li.  Go.  89  Iowa,  223,  it  is  stated:  "A  traveler  upon  a 
highway,  when  approaching  a  railroad  crossing,  ought  to 
make  a  vigilant  use  of  his  senses  of  sight  and  hearing  in 
order  to  avoid  a  collision.  This  precaution  is  dictated  by 
common  prudence.  He  should  listen  for  signals,  and  look 
in  the  different  directions  from  which  a  train  may  come. 
If,  by  neglect  of  his  duty,  he  suffers  injury  from  a  passing 
train,  he  cannot  recover  of  the  company,  although  it  may 
itself  be  chargeable  with  negligence,  or  have  failed  to  give 
the  signals  required  by  statute,  or  be  running  at  the  time 
at  a  speed  exceeding  the  usual  rate."  It  was  further  said, 
in  substance,  that  although  deceased  had  the  right  to  act  on 
the  presumption  that  the  usual  warning  signals  for  crossings 
would  be  given,  yet  he  must  use  ordinary  care  to  avoid  dan- 
ger; and,  having  had  an  opportunity  to  see  the  train  and 
avoid  the  danger,  no  recovery  could  be  had. 

Upon  the  same  subject,  we  quote  from  CadwaUader  v.  Z., 
iV^.  A,  (&  O.  R.  Co,  128  Ind.  518:  "Assuming  in  this  cise 
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that  the  appellant  had  the  right  to  presume  that  no  train 
was  approaching,  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the  flagman  to 
give  notice,  yet  this  did  not  excuse  her  from  the  use  of  her 
senses  of  sight  and  hearing  in  order  to  ascertain  the  fact  for 
herself.  With  the  use  of  these  senses  she  was  as  well  able 
to  ascertain  whether  a  train  was  approaching  as  the  flag- 
man at  the  crossing,  and  a  failure  to  use  them  was  negli- 
gence." 

InKorrady  v.  L,  S.  dk  M.  S.  H.  Co.  131  Ind.  261,  it  is  said: 
"  It  does  not  excuse  one  who  attempts  to  cross  in  front  of  a 
locomotive  which  he  sees  approaching  at  no  great  distance 
that  the  speed  is  eighteen  miles  an  hour  at  a  place  where  a 
municipal  ordinance  limits  it  to  ten  miles  an  hour.  The  law 
is  well  settled  that,  where  a  train  is  seeu  approaching,  it  is 
-contributory  negligence  to  voluntarily  attempt  to  cross  the 
track  upon  the  assumption  that  the  speed  is  not  greater  than 
a  municipal  ordinance  allows."  An  extract  from  the  opinion 
in  the  case  of  Bailroad  Co,  v,  Houston^  95  XJ.  S.  697,  is  as 
follows:  "But,  aside  from  this  fact,  the  failure  of  the  en- 
gineer to  sound  the  whistle  or  ring  the  bell,  if  such  were 
the  fact,  did  not  relieve  the  deceased  from  the  necessity  of 
taking  ordinary  precautions  for  her  safety.  Negligence  of 
the  company's  employees  in  those  particulars  was  no  excuse 
for  negligence  on  her  part.  She  was  bound  to  listen  and  to 
look  before  attempting  to  cross  the  railroad  track,  in  order 
to  avoid  an  approaching  train,  and  not  to  walk  carelessly 
into  a  place  of  possible  danger.  Had  she  used  her  senses 
she  could  not  have  failed  both  to  bear  and  to  see  the  train 
which  was  coming.  If  she  omitted  to  use  them  and  walked 
thoughtlessly  upon  the  track,  she  was  guilty  of  culpable 
negligence,  and  so  far  contributed  to  her  injuries  as  to  de- 
prive her  of  any  right  to  complain  of  others." 

In  Berry  v.  Pennsylvania  R,  Co.  48  N.  J.  Law,  141,  the 
statement  is  made  that  the  negligence  of  a  flagman  at  a 
crossing  will  not  excuse  the  traveler  who  attempts  to  cross 
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the  track  of  a  railroad  from  looking  both  ways  and  listening. 
He  must  not  rely  entirely  upon  the  flagman.  Chief  Justice 
Paxson  lays  down  the  rule  in  Greenwood  v.  P.^W,  <&  B,  i?. 
Co,  124  Pa.  St.  572,  as  follows:  "I  do  not  understand  the 
law  to  be  that  when  a  railroad  company  adopts  safety  gates 
or  any  other  appliance  for  the  protection  of  the  public,  that 
the  public  are  thereby  absolved  from  the  duty  of  taking  care 
of  themselves.  Conceding  that  the  company  was  required 
to  take  extra  precautions  by  reason  of  the  gates  being  out 
of  order,  yet  the  plaintiff  was  also  bound  to  do  his  part.  He 
had  no  right  to  omit  the  ordinary  precautions  when  ap- 
proaching a  railroad  crossing  merely  because  he  finds  the 
gates  up.  .  .  .  In  all  such  cases  the  safety  of  the  travel- 
ing public  requires  that  each  party  shall  be  held  to  the  ex- 
ercise of  due  care." 

These  are  but  a  few  of  the  cases  holding  substantially  the 
same  doctrine,  and  it  is  not,  as  asserted  by  the  trial  judge, 
peculiar  to  the  state  of  Pennsylvania.  The  true  rule,  and 
the  one  we  wish  to  be  understood  as  sanctioning,  is  as  laid 
down  by  3  Elliott,  E.  R.  §  1165 :  "  In  all  cases  where  the 
right  of  recovery  is  based  upon  negligence,  the  rule  sup- 
ported bj^  authority  is  that,  in  order  to  recover,  the  plaintiff 
must  himself  exercise  care,  and  is  not  absolved  from  this 
duty,  no  matter  how  clear  the  negligence  of  the  defendant." 
This  rule,  of  course,  does  not  apply^  to  cases  when  the  acts 
or  conduct  of  the  defendant  are  such  as  may  justly  be  re- 
garded as  ^vilful,  nor  to  its  full  extent  to  cases  when  the 
plaintiff  is  deceived  or  misled  by  the  negligent  act  complained 
of.  The  plaintiff  in  this  case  cannot  justly  claim  that  he 
was  led  into  a  place  of  danger  by  the  failure  of  the  company 
to  lower  the  gates.  The  noise  of  the  train  and  the  ringing 
of  the  bell  were  sufficient  to  apprise  him  of  its  approach.  If 
he  had  used  his  eyes  at  all,  he  could  have  seen  the  train 
before  he  was  struck.  Failing  to  do  so,  his  right  to  claim 
damages  for  his  injury  never  ripened.     He  is  the  victim  of 
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his  own  carelessness.  Freeman  v,  D.,  S.  S.  <&  A.  R.  Go.  74 
Mich.  86;  Gardner  v,  D.,  L.  &  N.  R.  Go.  97  Mich.  240;  Glark 
V.  N.  P.  R.  Go.  47  Minn.  380. 

This  view  of  the  case  renders  it  unnecessary  to  discuss  the 
objections  to  the  special  verdict  or  the  criticisms  made  to 
the  charge. 

By  the  Gourt. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  is  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 


Oboss  and  others,  Respondents,  vs.  Bowkee  and  others,  imp.,  log  m 

Appellants.  io6  i5i 

February  fH — March  U^  1899, 

Equity:  Setting  aside  conveyance:  Laches, 

An  aged  couple  conveyed  their  entire  property,  a  homestead  of  ten 
acres,  to  a  married  daughter,  &,  in  consideration  of  an  agreement 
on  her  part  to  support  them  during  their  lives  and  to  support  an 
unmarried  daughter  so  long  as  she  remained  single, —  all  to  reside 
upon  the  premises.  The  grantee  resided  on  the  land  but  a  few 
months,  and  then  moved  away  and  ceased  to  support  her  parents 
and  sister,  who  continued,  however,  to  reside  there  until  the  father's 
death  a  year  and  a  half  later,  no  steps  being  taken  to  rescind  the 
conveyance.  Immediately  after  the  father's  death  another  daughter 
and  her  husband,  J.,  moved  upon  the  premises,  and  within  a  few 
months  J.  obtained  a  deed  of  the  premises  from  R,  expressing  a 
consideration  of  $50.  The  mother  and  the  unmarried  daughter 
subsequently  consented  in  writing  to  the  conveyance  to  J.  and  to 
his  assumption  of  the  contract  for  support,  and  he  continued  there- 
after to  perform  that  contract  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  beneficia- 
ries. No  objection  on  the  part  of  the  other  heirs  was  made  until 
after  the  death  of  the  mother  about  two  years  later.  Held,  that 
said  heirs  were  guilty  of  such  laches  as  would  preclude  them  from 
asserting  any  right  they  might  have  had  upon  the  death  of  their 
father  to  a  rescission  of  the  conveyance  and  a  revesting  of  the  title 
in  his  heirs. 

Vol.103— 83 
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Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  county  court  of  Winne- 
bago county:  C.  D.  Cleveland,  Judge.    Reversed. 

Cyprian  Bowker  and  Abigail,  his  wife,  conveyed  their 
homestead  of  ten  acres,  by  warranty  deed,  to  their  married 
daughter,  Ella  Tice,  with  no  consideration  except  a  written 
agreement  by  Ella  Tice  with  said  grantors  and  Ida  Bowker y 
their  unmarried  daughter,  in  which,  in  consideration  of  the 
conveyance  of  the  described  land,  she  "  covenants  and  agrees 
to  care  for  and  support  the  said  Cyprian  Bowker  and  Abigail 
Bowker  during  the  term  of  their  lives,  and  to  care  for  and 
support  said  Ida  Bowker^  daughter  of  said  Cyprian  and  Abi- 
gail Bowker,  during  such  time  as  she  remains  single."  Resi- 
dence of  all  parties  was  contracted  to  be  upon  the  premises. 
The  deed  was  recorded  at  once,  and  the  contract  on  March 
28,  1893.  All  parties  resided  on  the  premises  from  date  of 
the  deed,  November  30, 1892,  until  the  following  April,  when 
Ella  Tice  and  her  husband  moved  to  Minnesota.  The  old 
people  and  Ida  continued  to  reside  on  the  premises  until  the 
father's  death,  November  8, 1894,  whereupon,  on  November 
16,  1894,  defendant  Frank  A,  Jones^  husband  of  another 
daughter,  and  his  wife,  moved  onto  the  premises,  and  from 
that  time  forward  have  resided  there  and  furnished  support 
to  Abigail  Bowker  and  Ida,  Shortly  afterwards,  namely, 
in  January,  1895,  a  warranty  deed  of  the  premises  was  made 
by  Ella  Tice  and  her  husband  to  Frank  A.  Jones,  for  an  ex- 
pressed money  consideration  of  $50;  and,  in  November  of 
that  year,  Abigail  and  Ida  Bowker  signed  a  written  consent 
to  such  conveyance  and  to  the  assumption  and  performance 
of  the  support  contract  by  Frank  Jones.  There  is  no  definite 
proof  that  he  expressly  entered  into  such  an  agreement;  but 
various  items  of  evidence  through  the  transactions  indicate 
that  that  was  the  purpose  and  understanding  upon  which 
he  moved  to  the  premises  upon  the  father's  death.  He  then 
had  knowledge  of  the  existence  and  terms  of  that  agreement, 
as  well  as  that  it  had  not  been  performed  by  Ella  Tice. 
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There  is  no  evidence  of  objection  or  complaint  by  any  of  the 
beneficiaries  of  that  contract,  either  before  Ella  and  her  hus- 
band left  the  premises  or  afterwards;  and  no  steps  were 
taken  at  any  time  to  rescind  or  set  aside  the  conveyance,  nor 
to  insist  upon  performance  of  the  contract.  Abigail  Bowker, 
the  mother,  after  a  lingering  illness,  died  September  5, 1896. 
The  ability  of  the  father  to  work  the  lands  and  support  his 
family  therefrom  is  not  disclosed.  Cyprian  Bowker  died  in- 
testate, leaving  no  other  property,  and  the  plaintiffs  are  five 
of  his  children  and  heirs  at  law,  while  the  defendants  are 
the  other  three  of  his  children,  together  with  their  husbands. 

The  action  is  to  set  aside  the  conveyance  by  Cyprian 
Bowker  and  wife  to  Ella  Tice,  and  the  conveyance  by  Ella 
Tice  to  Frank  A.  Jimesj  and  for  an  accounting  of  rents  and 
profits,  on  the  ground  that  the  agreement  which  constituted 
the  sole  consideration  for  the  former  conveyance  had  not 
been  performed.  The  defendants  Ida  Bowker  and  Frank 
A.  Jones  and  his  wife  answered.  The  other  defendants  did 
not  appear.  The  trial  court  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs, 
and  from  a  judgment  setting  aside  the  conveyances  the 
above  named  defendants  appeal. 

F,  W.  noughton^  for  the  appellants. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  FelkeVy  Stewart 
<&  FdkeVj  and  oral  argument  by  F.  G.  Stewart  and  C.  W. 
Felker. 

Dodge,  J.  It  is  sharply  contested  in  this  case  whether, 
upon  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Bogie  v.  Bogie^  41  Wis.  209, 
and  following  cases,  any  cause  of  action  in  equity  to  set 
aside  the  deed  and  revest  title  in  the  parent  grantor  becomes 
so  completely  vested  as  to  survive  by  virtue  of  sec.  4253, 
E.  S.  1878,  unless  the  grantor  in  his  lifetime  in  some  manner 
exercises  his  election  to  pursue 'that  remedy  rather  than  to 
enforce  the  contract  for  support  by  legal  action,  or  to  seek 
other  redress  inconsistent  with  the  rescission  of  the  convey- 
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ance.  It  is  also  a  subject  of  controversy  whether,  if  any 
such  cause  of  action  becomes  so  vested  and  survives,  the 
survival  is  to  the  heirs  or  to  administrators.  "We  do  not, 
however,  in  this  case,  find  it  necessary  to  decide  either  of 
these  questions.  "We  think  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiffs  is 
such  as  to  preclude  them  from  seeking  from  a  court  of 
equity  the  relief  here  demanded,  namely,  the  entire  rescis- 
sion of  the  conveyance  and  revesting  in  the  heirs  at  law  of 
the  title  to  the  homestead  thereby  conveyed.  It  appears 
by  the  iSndings  that  since  November,  1894,  the  present  holder 
of  the  title,  Jones^  has  been  performing  the  contract  for  sup- 
port to  the  satisfaction  of  its  beneficiaries,  and  is  still  per- 
forming it;  that  such  conduct  has  been  open  and  notorious; 
and  that  such  performance  has  been  upon  the  faith  of  the 
conveyance  of  the  land  to  him,  and  the  assent  thereto  by 
the  beneficiaries  of  the  contract  for  support.  The  plaintiJBfs, 
if  they  desired  to  enforce  a  right  to  rescind  the  conveyance 
and  take  from  both  Ella  Tice  and  the  defendant  Jones  the 
land  conveyed,  could  as  well  have  acted  in  1894  as  at  the 
present  time.  Inasmuch  as  this  action  addresses  itself  to 
the  broadest  of  the  equitable  powers  of  the  court,  a  form  of 
relief  resulting  in  such  hardship  to  the  defendant  by  reason 
of  this  delay  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  should  not  be  ac- 
corded to  them.  Th'eir  delay  until  after  the  death  of  their 
mother,  thereby  subjecting  the  defendant  to  the  burdens 
resulting  from  her  support  in  her  old  age  and  last  illness, 
has  brought  about  such  a  situation  that  the  relief  prayed, 
even  if  otherwise  equitable  to  them,  would  be  inequitable 
to  the  defendant,  and  ought  not  to  be  granted.  Frederick 
V.  Douglas  Co,  96  Wis.  415. 

By  the  Court. —  Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
with  directions  to  dismiss  the  complaint. 
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January  11 — April  4, 1899. 


102         501 
110       •888 

Administrator'a  sale  of  land:  His  interest  in  the  purchase:  Void  or  void-  ^^     *^ 

able:  Remedies:  Ejectment 

1.  A  finding  of  the  trial  court  that  an  administrator  was  not  interested 

directly  or  indirectly  in  a  sale  of  the  land  of  his  intestate  is  held  to 
be  against  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  in  this  case,  from 
which  it  appears,  among  other  things,  that  the  land  was  bid  in  at 
a  fair  price  by  the  administrator's  son,  who  is  not  shown  to  have 
had  any  means  to  pay  for  it;  that  before  the  sale  was  completed,  in 
order  to  procure  the  discharge  of  mortgages  then  existing  on  the 
land  to  an  amount  equaling  about  three  fourths  of  the  purchase 
price,  the  administrator  mortgaged  his  own  land  and  joined  with 
his  son  in  giving  notes  secured  by  mortgage  on  a  part  of  the  land 
in  question;  that  within  two  months  after  the  sale  was  completed 
the  son  deeded  to  his  father  most  of  the  unincumbered  part  of  the 
land;  and  that  the  explanation  of  these  transactions  and  the  testi- 
mony as  to  how  the  son  paid  for  the  property  are  vague  and  unsat- 
isfactory. • 

2.  Under  sec.  8914^  Stats.  1898,  providing  that  if  an  administrator  is  in- 

terested, directly  or  indirectly,  in  the  purcliase  of  land  sold  by  him 
in  his  official  capacity  the  sale  shall  be  void,  such  a  sale  is  not  ab- 
solutely void,  but  voidable  only,  and  untU  it  is  set  aside  in  a  proper 
action  the  purchaser  has  the  legal  title  to  the  land  and  the  person 
entitled  to  question  the  sale  cannot  maintain  ejectment.  McCrubb 
V,  Bray,  86  Wis.  888,  distinguished. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Wauke- 
sha county:  Warham  Pakks,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

This  is  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  103.76  acres  of 
land  situated  in  sections  4  and  5  of  the  town  of  Delafield 
and  sections  32  and  33  of  the  town  of  Merton,  in  Waukesha 
county,  Wisconsin.  The,  defendants  claim  title  under  an 
administratois'  sale,  and  the  plaintiff  contends  that  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  the  administrator  was  directly  or  indi- 
rectly interested  in  such  sale,  and  hence  that  it  was  void. 

Trial  by  jury  was  waived,  and  the  action  was  tried  by 
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,  the  court  The  evidence  showed  that  on  the  11th  of  De- 
cember, 1870,  one  Pearson  Gibson,  of  Waukesha  county, 
died  intestate,  owning  the  lands  in  suit,  with  others  in  the 
vicinity,  and  leaving  surviving  him  his  widow,  Mary  Ann 
Gibson,  and  the  plaintiff,  his  son,  who  was  then  less  than 
two  years  old  and  was  the  only  heir  at  law.  On  the  21st 
of  December,  1871>  the  defendant  Mark  Gihson^  a  brother 
of  the  deceased,  and  Mary  A.  Gibson,  the  widow,  and  one 
Joseph  Johnson,  were  duly  appointed  administrators  of  the 
estate  of  Pearson  Gibson,  deceased,  and  thereafter  duly 
qualified.  There  were  two  mortgages  which  covered  the 
land  in  question  and  the  other  lands  9f  Pearson  Gibson  at 
the  time  of  his  decease, —  one  for  $1,500  and  interest,  dated 
November  27, 1868,  to  one  Matthew  Middlewood,  and  one 
for  $1,000  and  interest,  dated  February  14, 1870,  to  Joel 
Hastings.  A  considerable  amount  of  claims  was  proven 
against  the  estate,  and  allowed,  in  the  county  court,  but  the 
exact  amount  of  the  claims  so  allowed  does  not  appear  in 
the  record.  In  order  to  pay  said  felaims  and  the  above  mort- 
gages, it  became  necessary  to  sell  some  of  the  real  estate  of 
the  deceased;  and  on  the  18th  of  March,  1872,  upon  pro- 
ceedings duly  had,  the  administrators  were  licensed  to  sell 
the  real  estate  involved  in  this  action,  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  said  mortgages  and  debts.  After  due  notice,  the 
land  in  question  was  sold  April  15, 1872,  by  the  adminis- 
trators, for  $41  per  acre,  amounting  to  $4,254.98  in  all,  to 
George  Gibson,  a  son  of  the  defendant  Mark  Gibson,  There 
was  some  conflict  in  the  testimony  as  to  the  value  of  the 
lands  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  but  the  court  found,  upon  suf- 
ficient testimony,  that  $41  per  aci:p  was  its  full  value.  This 
sale  was  confirmed  by  the  county  court  April  23, 1872,  and 
the  administrators  were  directed  to  deed  the  land  to  the 
purchaser.  An  administrators'  deed  was  made  out,  bearing 
date  April  30,  1872,  but  was  not  acknowledged  by  the  ad- 
ministrators until  September  2, 1872,  and  was  recorded  Sep- 
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tember  19, 1872.  October  28, 1872,  George  H.  Gibson,  the 
purchaser,  deeded  to  Mwrk  Oibsoriy  the  defendant,  the  east 
45.12  acres  of  the  land  in  question,  for  the  expressed  consid- 
<iration  of  $2,035.  George  Gibson,  the  purchaser,  died  in 
1893,  intestate  and  unmarried,  leaving  the  defendants,  his 
father  and  mother,  as  his  only  heirs  at  law ;  and  his  estate 
was  afterwards  duly  probated,  and  the  lands  owned  by  him 
iissigned  to  the  defendants. 

The  records  of  the  county  court  in  the  matter  of  the  estate 
of  Pearson  Gibson  show  that  the  proceeds  of  the  administra- 
tors' sale  were,  in  form,  accounted  for  by  the  administrators 
and  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  estate,  and 
that  upon  settlement  of  the  estate  a  balance  of  $279,48  was 
assigned  to  Louis  Gibson,  the  heir  at  law,  and  paid  over  to 
his  guardian.  The  records  in  the .  office  of  the  register  of 
deeds  further  show  that  on  the  4th  of  June,  1872,  Ma/rh  Oil- 
son  and  wife  executed  a  mortgage  to  Joel  Hastings  for  $1,000 
on  that  part  of  the  northwest  quarter  of  section  4,  town  of 
Delafield,  lying  south  of  the  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Eailroad, 
containing  seventy-four  acres,  and  that  on  the  same  day  Joel 
Hastings  discharged  the  Pearson  Gibson  mortgage  to  him, 
covering  the  land  in  suit.  It  further  appears  from  said  rec- 
ords that  on  the  2d  of  September,  1872,  George  H.  Gibson 
gave  a  mortgage  to  Matthew  Middlewood  for  $1,900,  cover- 
ing the  land  in  suit,  except  the  east  fifty  acres  thereof,  and 
that  it  secured  the  payment  of  seven  promissory  notes  for 
$1,904,  executed  by  Mark  Gibson  and  George  H.  Gibson,  and 
that  upon  the  same  day  the  mortgage  from  Pearson  Gibson 
to  Matthew  Middlewood  for  $1,580  was  released  by  Middle- 
wood.  It  further  appears  from  the  records  that  on  the  9th 
of  December,  1872,  the  mortgage  given  by  MarTc  Gibson  to 
Hastings  June  4, 1872,  was  released  by  Hastings,  and  that 
upon  the  same  day  Mark  Gibson  deeded  other  lands  owned 
by  him  to  one  Vettelson  for  $2,500. 
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Practically  all  of  the  facts  hereinabove  stated  appear  from 
the  records  either  of  the  county  court  or  of  the  office  of  the 
register  of  deeds,  and  so  are  not  capable  of  much  dispute. 

The  defendant  Marh  Gibson  was  put  upon  the  stand  as  a 
witness  in  his  own  behalf,  and  testified,  as  to  the  transac- 
tions  under  investigation,  substantially  as  follows:  That  the 
property  in  question  at  the  time  of  the  administrator's  sale 
was  sold  to  George  H.  Gibson  and  one  Peter  Christianson 
in  partnership,  but  that  the  bid  was  made  by  George  alone; 
that  the  land  was  put  up  for  sale  upon  one  day,  and  the  sale 
adjourned  until  the  next  day,  and  that  there  were  other  bid- 
ders there,  but  that  Gteorge's  bid  was  the  highest;  that  he 
was  not  interested  in  his  son's  purchase;  that  his  son  waa 
twenty-eight  years  old  at  the  time,  and  had  a  team  of  horses 
and  a  threshing  machine,  and  that  he  had  made  $1,400 
threshing  with  his  machine  in  one  season;  that  George  and 
Christianson  worked  the  property  during  the  season  of  1872, 
George  working  the  west  half  and  Christianson  the  east  half 
thereof,  and  that  in  the  fall  of  1872  Christianson  found  that 
he  could  not  raise  the  money  to  complete  the  purchase,  and 
so  he  (the  witness)  took  it;  that  the  land  was  paid  for  in 
cash  and  mortgages;  ^that  he  received  $4,200  from  George 
Gibson  in  mortgages  and  other  shape;  that  he  (witness)  took 
up  the  Hastings  mortgage  by  giving  a  mortgage  of  his  own 
on  the  same  land ;  th6,t  George  paid  for  that  land  by  turn- 
ing some  money,  and  some  he  borrowed,  and  that  Middle- 
wood  mortgage;  that  hejiever  turned  aYiy  mortgage  over  to 
him  (witness),  but  that  he  paid  money  enough  to  pay  for  the 
whole  land,  with  the  mortgage;  that  George  paid  up  the 
debts  and  the  mortgage,  and  everj^thing,  and  then  he  got  it 
on  his  part;  that  he  paid  him  (witness)  money  on  the  prop- 
erty,—  paid  up  and  settled  to  our  satisfaction,  and  got  his 
deed;  that  the  Hastings  mortgage  was  on  the  whole  prop- 
erty, and  that  he  could  not  think  how  that  was  settled ;  that 
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when  Chrlstianson  failed  to  take  his  part  of  the  land  and 
pay  for  it,  and  George  could  not  sell  it  to  any  one  else,  he 
(George)  sold  it  to  him;  that  no  one  else  would  give  as  much 
for  it,  and  the  administrators  did  not  sell  it  to  him  (witness); 
that  he  simply  took  the  place  of  Christianson ;  that  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  he  (witness)  was  indebted  to  his  son  for  labor 
and  money  loaned,  and  in  October  he  purchased  part  of  the 
land  from  his  son,  because  Christianson  gave  up  the  pur- 
chase and  George  could  not  pay  for  it  all. 

Mary  Gibson,  a  daughter  of  the  defendant,  was  also  sworn 
as  a  witness,  and  testified  that  her  brother  George  and  Chris- 
tianson worked  the  land  during  the  summer  of  1872,  and 
that  she  heard  a  conversation  between  them  to  the  effect 
that  Christianson  could  not  take  his  share  of  the  land,  and 
that  her  brother  George  had  run  a  threshing  machine  a  good 
many  years,  and  had  worked  for  his  father  and  for  other 
people,  and  her  father  owed  hijn  for  labor,  and  that  he  had 
loaned  money  to  her  father  during  several  years,  and  her 
father  was  owing  him  at  the  time  of  the  salCi  There  was 
other  proof  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  showing  that  there 
were  a  number  of  other  bidders  present  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  and  that  the  sale  was  held  open  two  days,  and  that 
George's  bid  was  the  best  bid  received.  There  was  also  evi- 
dence of  one  John  Christianson  substantiating  the  fact  that 
Peter  Christianson  was  to  have  a  share  of  the  place,  under 
George's  bid,  and  that  he  attempted  to  raise  the  money  to 
take  his  share  of  the  land. 

The  circuit  court  found  generally  that  the  lands  were  sold 
for  full  consideration,  and  the  purchase  price  was  duly  ap- 
'  plied  to  the  payment  of  the  mortgages  and  debts  of  the  es- 
tate; that  all  the  proceedings  were  regular  and  the  sale  fairly 
made;  and  that  neither  of  the  defendants  was  directly  or 
indirectly  interested  in  the  purchase  of  the  lands.  And  upon 
these  findings  the  plaintiff's  complaint  was  dismissed,  and 
the  plaintiff  appeals. 
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For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  J).  H,  Sumner  and 
Syan  <fc  Merton^  and  oral  argument  by  T.  E.  Ryan. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  Carney ^  Clasery 
<b  Wahh^  and  oral  argument  by  E.  D.  Walsh. 

"WiNSLow,  J.  In  harmony  with  well-known  common-law 
principles,  our  statute  (Stats.  1898,  sec.  3914)  has  long  pro- 
vided that  an  executor,  administrator,  or  guardian  shall  not 
be  directly  or  indirectly  interested  in  the  purchase  of  any 
real  estate  sold  by  him  in  his  official  capacity,  and  that,  if 
he  be  so  interested,  the  sale  shall  be  void.  The  word  "  void  " 
in  this  section  has  been  construed  to  mean  "  voidable,"  by 
this  court.  Mdms  v.  Pdhst  B,  Co,  93  Wis.  153.  The  integ- 
rity of  this  statute  has  always  been  jealously  maintained  by 
this  court.  McCruhh  v.  Bray^  36  Wis.  333;  Ma/rtin  v.  Mor- 
ris^ 62  Wis.  418;  In  re  Taylor  Orphan  Asylum^  36  Wis.  534. 

The  question  which  was  litigated  in  the  present  case  was 
whether  the  defendant  Ma/rTc  Oihson  was  directly  or  indi- 
rectly interested  in  the  sale  of  the  land  to  his  son.  Many  of 
the  facts  are  without  dispute.  The  premises  were  bid  ofif  by 
George,  April  15, 1872,  at  what  seems  a  fair  price,  and  the 
sale  was  confirmed  April  23d.  An  administrators'  deed 
seems  to  have  been  made  out,  dated  April  30th,  but  evidently 
it  was  not  then  executed  or  delivered.  George  went  into 
possession  of  part  of  the  land,  and  one  Christianson  into  pos- 
session of  the  remainder.  The  evidence  is  of  the  vaguest 
character  as  to  any  payments  on  the  land.  The  defendant 
says  that  he  got  money  from  George  every  little  while,  but 
cannot  tell  how  much ;  nor  is  it  shown  that  George  had  any- 
thing to  pay  with.  Thus  matters  stood  until  June  4th,  when  • 
Marh  Gibson  gave  a  mortgage  on  his  own  lands  to  Hastings 
for  $1,000,  and  Hastings  discharged  the  Pearson  Gibson 
mortgage  on  the  lands  in  suit.  The  defendant  does  not 
explain  this  transaction  satisfactorily.  He  does  not  state 
unequivocally  that  be  owed  George  the  money,  but  this  is 
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evidently  the  theory  of  the  defense.  Coming  down  to  Sep- 
tember 2d,  we  find  the  sale  still  nncompleted,  and  the  Mid- 
dle wood  mortgage,  now  amounting  to  $1,900,  still  unpaid; 
and  upon  this  day  we  find  that  George  and  Mark  Gihaon 
give  their  notes  to  Middlewood  for  $1,900,  secured  by  a  mort- 
gage on  the  land  in  question,  except  ike  east  fifty  dcrea  thereof; 
and  on  the  same  day  Middlewood  discharges  the  previous 
mortgage,  and  the  administrator's  deed  is  finally  acknowl- 
edged, but  not  placed  on  record  until  September  19, 1872. 
Thus,  it  stands  established  that  the  sale  was  not  finally  com- 
pleted until  as  late  as  September  2d,  and  then  it  was  com- 
pleted by  the  giving  of  the  notes  of  George  and  Mark  for 
almost  half  of  the  purchase  price,  secured  by  mortgage  on 
the  west  half  of  the  land.  On  the  28th  day  of  the  following 
month,  George  deeds  the  east  forty-five  acres  of  the  land  to 
the  defendant.  This  situation  of  affairs  seems  to  us  to  call 
for  the  most  clear  and  convincing  explanation.  Having  ad- 
vanced one  fourth  of  the  purchase  price  in  securities  and 
become  security  for  nearly  one  half  by  his  signature  to  notes, 
h&  appears,  within  two  months  after  the  execution  of  the 
deed,  as  the  owner  of  one  half  of  the  land.  These  suspicious 
and  suggestive  circumstances  are  not  satisfactorily  explained. 
We  have  carefully  examined  the  evidence  of  the  defendant, 
and  find  it  vague  and  contradictory,  and  in  some  instances 
absolutely  contradictory  of  the  records.  For  instance,  he 
denied  giving  a  mortgage  to  Hastings  until  after  the  deed 
was  given  to  George  Gibson,  and  could  not  think  how  the 
Hastings  mortgage  was  paid,  and  denied  giving  any  mort- 
gage at  all  to  Hastings  to  take  up  the  Pearson  Gibson  mort- 
gage. His  testimony  asto  how  George  Gibson  paid  for  the 
property  is  unsatisfactory  to  the  last  degree.  At  one  time 
he  says  that  it  was  paid  in  money,  then  in  mortgages  and 
other  shapes,  but  he  cannot  specify  a  single  payment  that 
George  made  at  any  time.  Carefully  as  we  have  considered 
the  testimony,  we  think  it  entirely  fails  to  show  that  this 


508  SUPKEME  COUKT  OF  WISCONSIN'.         [102 

Gibson  vs.  Gibson  add  wifa 

administrator  came  into  possession  of  nearly  one  half  of  his 
intestate's  estate  rightfully.  The  iriferences  of  direct  or  in- 
direct interest  on  his  part  in  the  transaction  which  begin 
with  the  giving  of  the  Hastings  mortgage,  June  4, 1872,  and 
end  with  the  deed  of  half  the  land  to  him  October  2Sth  in 
the  same  year,  are  too  strong  and  convincing  to  be  overcome 
by  the  vague  and  contradictory  general  stateihents  which 
we  find  in  the  testimony.  Thus,  we  find  ourselves  unable 
to  agree  with  the  findings  of  the  circuit  judge  to  the  effect 
that  the  defendant  Mark  was  not  directly  or  indirectly  in- 
terested in  the  sale  of  the  land,  although  we  do  not  think 
that  actual  or  intentional  fraud  on  his  part  was  proven. 

But  a  difficulty  here  arises  which  bars  the  plaintiff's  re- 
covery in  ejectment.  The  principle  is  familiar  that  in  eject- 
ment the  plaintiff  must  recover  on  the  strength  of  his  own 
title.  As  has  l^een  previously  pointed  out  in  this  opinion, 
it  has  been  held  by  this  court  that  an  administrator's  sale 
of  land,  in  which  the  administrator  is  himself  interested,  is 
not  absolutely  void,  but  voidable  only  at  the  election  of  the 
persons  entitled  to  avoid  it.  Melrm  v,  Pahst  B.  Co.  93  Wis. 
153.  It  follows  from  this  that  the  defendants  have  legal 
title  to  the  lands  in  suit  until  such  title  is  set  aside  in  some 
proper  action.  Until  such  setting  aside  of  the  sale,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  maintain  the  purely  legal  action  of  eject- 
ment, because,  on  his  own  showing,  the  defendants  still  have 
the  title.  Yeackd  v.  Lite/ifield,  13  Allen,  417.  In  harmony 
with  this  doctrine,  it  has  been  held  in  this  court  that  where 
the  defendant  has  the  apparent  legal  title  of  record,  and  the 
facts  which  make  that  title  inequitable  or  fraudulent  as  to 
the  plaintiff  are  not  of  record,  an  equitable  action  is  the 
proper  action  in  which  to  obtain  an  adjudication  of  the 
plaintiff's  rights.  PricJcett  v.  Muck^  74  Wis.  199;  Spiesa  v. 
JVeuberff,  71  Wis.  279;  Burrows  v.  RuUedge^  7G  Wis.  22.  In 
such  equitable  action,  if  it  should  appear  that  there  was  con- 
structive fraud,  only,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  a  court 
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of  equity  can  and  will  fix  terms  upon  Tvhich  the  conveyance 
will  be  set  aside.  Cook  t;.  Berlin  W,  M.  Co,  56  Wis.  643,  and 
cases  there  cited;  Yeackel  v.  Litchfield^  supra.  Compare 
Hawley  v,  Teach^  88  Wis.  213.  We  do  not  see  how  this  can 
be  done  in  an  action  at  law,  even  under  the  betterments 
statute.  We  are  aware  that  in  McCmM  v.  Bray^  36  Wis. 
333,  a  recovery  in  ejectment  was  sustained  in  an  action 
brought  by  the  heir  against  an  administrator  who  had  pur- 
chased at  his  own  sale;  but  the  point  was  nowhere  raised 
in  the  case,  and  the  statute  had  not  then  been  construed  to 
mean  that  such  a  sale  was  voidable  only,  so  we  do  not  con- 
sider the  question  as  settled  in  that  case. 

It  follows  that,  although  we  disagree  with  the  circuit  judge 
as  to  the  question  of  interest  on  the  part  of  the  administra- 
tor in  the  sale,  still  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed,  because 
the  evidence  shows  that  the  title  to  the  lands  in  question  is 
still  in  the  defendants,  and  must  be  avoided,  if  at  all,  in  an 
action  in  equity. 

By  the  Cov/rt. —  Judgment  affirmed,  without  prejudice  to 
the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  bring  an  equitable  action  to  avoid 
the  defendants'  title  as  indicated  in  the  opinion. 

Bardebk,  J.,  took  no  part. 


The  State  ex  eel.  Hartung,  Appellant,  vs.  Orrr  op  Mil- 


waukee, Respondent.  109  see 


F^yruary  ;?5 - AprH  4, 1899.  j^MttA  gSo" 

Public  nuisance:  Injunction:  Who  may  bring  action:  Appeal:  Under- 
taking. 

1.  An  action  in  the  circuit  court  to  enjoin  the  continuanoe  of  a  public 
nuisance  must  be  instituted  by  the  proper  law  ofScer  of  the  state, 
and  that  court  has  no  power  to  authorize  a  private  relator  to  act 
pro  hac  vice  as  such  officer.  State  ex  rd.  Lamb  v,  Qunningham,  83 
Wia  90,  distinguished. 
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2,  Such  an  action,  when  instituted  by  a  private  relator  in  the  name  of 
the  state,  is  not  an  action  brought  by  the  state,  and  an  efifective 
appeal  therein  cannot  be  taken  by  the  relator  without  the  giving 
of  an  undertaking. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Milwau- 
kee county:  D.  H.  Johnson,  Circuit  Judge.  Appeal  dis- 
ndsaed. 

The  relator  is  chairman  of  the  board  of  supervisors  of  the 
town  of  Wauwatosa,  and  a  member  of  the  board  of  health 
of  said  town.  Before  bringing  this  action,  he  applied  to  the 
attorney  general,  requesting  him  to  bring  suit  in  the  name 
of  the  state,  in  the  circuit  court  for  Milwaukee  county,  to 
enjoin  the  city  of  Milvxmkee  from  depositing  its  garbage  on 
lands  in  the  town  of  "Wauwatosa.  The  attorney  general 
denied  the  request,  whereupon  the  relator,  upon  notice  to 
the  attorney  general,  applied  to  the  circuit  court  for  Mil- 
waukee county  for  leave  to  prosecute  this  information  in 
equity  in  the  name  of  the  attorney  general  and  on  behalf 
of  the  state,  which  leave  was  granted.  Thereupon  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint  in  this  action  were  served  upon  the 
city. 

In  the  complaint  the  relator  claims  to  sue  on  behalf  of 
the  state  and  in  the  name  of  the  attorney  general,  and  in- 
formed the  court  that  the  city  of  MikoauTeee  was  depositing 
100  loads  of  garbage  per  day  upon  certain  premises  in  the 
town  of  Wauwatosa,  immediately  adjoining  highways,  and 
leaving  the  same  there  to  the  depth  of  eight  or  twelve 
inches,  and  that  there  was  emitted  therefrom  stenches  and 
smells  deleterious  to  the  public  health,  and  that  the  same 
was  in  contravention  of  a  valid  ordinance  of  the  town  of 
"Wauwatosa;  and  a  ^rpetual  injunction  was  demanded* 
The  city  appeared  in  the  action,  and  admitted  that  it  was 
depositing  garbage  upon  the  premises  named,  and  alleged 
that  the  same  was  deposited  in  trenches,  and  was  immedi- 
ately covered  over  with  dirt,  and  constituted  no  nuisance 
nor  menace  to  the  public  health. 
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The  case  was  tried  hy  the  court,  and  a  large  amount  of  tes- 
timony of  citizens  and  experts  was  taken.  The  court  found 
that  the  garbage  was  immediately  covered  with  dirt,  and 
created  no  nuisance,  and  was  not  deleterious  to  the  public 
health,  and  denied  the  application  for  an  injunction,  and 
rendered  judgment  against  the  relator  with  costs.  The  re- 
lator gave  notice  of  appeal  from  this  judgment,  but  gave  no 
bond  upon  such  appeal. 

iT.  S.  Murphey^  for  the  appellant,  contended,  irder  alia^  that 
it  is  settled  law,  both  in  this  country  and  in  England,  that 
the  attorney  general,  or  a  private  relator,  may  maintain  an 
action  in  the  name  of  the  state  to  enjoin  the  erection  or  con- 
tinuance of  public  nuisances.  State  v.  Carpenter^  68  Wis.  172 ; 
2  High,  Inj.  §§  1808, 1804, 1554;  Bell  v.  PUtteviOe,  71  Wis. 
147;  Attorney  Oeneral  v.  Railroad  Cob.  35  Wis.  526 ;  People  v. 
randerUlt,  26  K  T.  287;  S.  0.  28  K  T.  396;  S.  O.  38  Barb. 
282;  State  ex  rel.  ZitUe  v.  D.  &  S.  K  JR.  Co.  36  Ohio  St.  434; 
People  V.  Mmer,  2  Lans.  396;  Attorney  General  v.  Hichards, 
2  Anst.  603;  People  ex  rd.  TescfieviacJier  v.  Damideon^  30  Cal. 
379;  Attorney  Oeneral  v.  Steward,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  340;  Attor- 
ney General  v.  Cohoes  Co.  6  Paige,  133;  Coming  v.  Zowerre, 
6  Johns.  Ch.  439;  2  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §§  921,  922;  Dams  v. 
New  York,  2  Duer,  663;  S.  C.  14  N.  T.  526;  State  v.  SaJms 
Co.  Court,  51  Mo.  350;  State  ex  rel.  Cramer  v.  Soger,  91  Mo. 
452;  Powe  v.  Oranite  B.  Corp.  21  Pick.  344. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  CaH  Runge,  city 
attorney,  and  C.  H.  HamiUton,  of  counsel,  and  oral  argument 
by  Mr.  Hamilton. 

WiKSLow,  J.  This  is  avowedly  an  action  in  equity  to  per- 
petually enjoin  the  continuance  of  an  alleged  public  nuisance. 
The  relator,  Hartung,  does  not  claim  that  he  has  suffered 
any  "  private  or  special  injury  peculiar  to  himself,"  but  ex- 
plicitly states  that  the  nuisance  is  a  public  one,  and  that  he 
claims  the  right  to  maintain  this  action  on  behalf  of  the  state. 
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in  the  name  of  the  attorney  general ;  and  the  first  question 
in  the  case  is  whether  such  an  action  can  be  maintained. 

The  remedies  in  equity  by  way  of  injunction  in  case  of  a 
public  nuisance  were  well  understood  at  common  law,  and 
were  twofold,  viz. :  (1)  In  case  the  threatened  public  nui- 
sance threatened  also  to  invade  private  rights  and  inflict  a 
special  and  peculiar  injury  to  any  person,  such  person  might 
maintain  an  action  in  equity  to  enjoin  its  establishment  or 
<5ontinuance ;  (2)  in  case  the  nuisance  was  purely  public,  the 
remedy  was  by  bill  or  information  in  equity  on  behalf  of 
the  people,  instituted  by  the  attorney  general  or  other  proper 
law  officer  of  the  state.  Thus,  so  far  as  the  threatened  nui- 
sance was  private  in  its  aspect  it  was  prevented  in  a  purely 
private  action;  and  so  far  as  it  was  public  it  was  prevented 
in  a  purely  public  action.  Wood,  Nuisances  (3d  ed.),  §§  777, 
819.  This  was  entirely  logical,  and  the  doctrine  has  been 
expressly  or  impliedly  approved  by  many  of  the  American 
courts  which  have  had  occasion  to  treat  the  subject.  Attor- 
ney General  v.  Railroad  Co8.  35  Wis.  425  (see  pages  533  et 
seq.)\  People  v.  Vanderhilt^  26  N.  Y.  287;  People  v.  Equity 
G.  Z.  Co.  141  N.  T.  232;  Georgetown  v.  Alexandria  C,  Co, 
12  Pet.  91 ;  District  Attorney  v.  Z.  &  B,  R.  Co.  16  Gray,  242 ; 
2  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §§  922,  923;  Bainea  v.  Baker,  1  Ambl.158; 
Angell,  Watercourses  (7th  ed.),  §  565 ;  2  High,  Inj.  (3d  ed.), 
§  1554;  Ang.  &  D.  Highways  (3d  ed.),  §  280;  State  v.  Car- 
penter, 68  Wis.  165;  B^unt  v.  Chicago  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  121 
111.  638 ;  3  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.),  481,  and  cases 
cited  in  notes.  We  have  been  referred  to  no  case,  however, 
which  holds  that  this  action  on  behalf  of  the  public  may  be 
maintained  by  a  private  relator  without  the  presence  of  the 
proper  law  officer  of  the  state.  It  is  true  that  the  expression 
is  frequently  used  that  the  information  may  be  filed  either 
by  the  attorney  general  ex  officio,  or  upon  the  relation  of  a 
private  person.  District  Attorney  v.  Z.  cfc  B.  R.  Co.,  supra; 
State  ex  rd.  Little  v.  D.  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.  36  Ohio  St.  434.  But 
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this  does  not  mean  that  a  private  relator  may  prosecute  alone, 
and  without  the  presence  of  the  proper  law  officer  of  the  state. 
It  simply  means  that  a  private  person,  especially  interested 
perhaps,  may  make  the  sworn  relation  upon  which  the  attor- 
ney general  or  other  proper  prosecuting  officer  of  the  state 
founds  his  action. 

It  seems  quite  probable  that  the  trial  court,  in  making 
the  order  allowing  the  action  to  proceed  in  the  name  of  the 
state  upon  the  relation  of  a  citizen,  relied  upon  what  was 
said  in  the  case  of  State  ex  rd.  Za?rib  v.  CunningJiam  (known 
as  the  "  Gerrymander  Case  '^,  88  Wis.  90.  Careful  consid- 
eration of  that  case,  however,  demonstrates  its  inapplicabil- 
ity to  the  present  case.  That  case  was  an  action  brought 
in  this  court,  and  clearly  within  its  original  jurisdiction,  be- 
cause it  affected  "the  sovereignty  of  the  state,  its  franchises 
or  prerogatives,  or  the  liberties  of  its  people."  In  the  Rail- 
road Caaes^  35  Wis.  425,  if  was,  in  substance,  held  that  the 
writ  of  injunction,  as  given  to  this  court  by  the  constitution, 
being  classed  with  manda/mu8^  haleas  corpus^  quo  warranto^ 
and  certiorari^  was  a  quasi  prerogative  writ,  and  that  all  of 
such  writs  were  given  to  the  supreme  court  for  prerogative 
uses  only.  Being  thus  classed  with  mandamus  as  a  prerog- 
ative writ  as  given  to  this  court,  and  the  law  being  quite 
well  settled  that  Toamdamua  to  enforce  the  performance  of 
public  duties  may  be  sued  out  by  any  citizen  if  the  attorney 
general  refuses  to  appear  (Merrill,  Mandamus,  §§  229,  230), 
it  was  held  in  the  cocond  Oerrymander  Case  (83  Wis.  90), 
that  this  court  would  entertain  an  inforn;iation  for  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  a  public  officer  from  enforcing  a  law  which 
interfered  with  the  liberties  of  the  people,  at  the  suit  of  a 
private  relator  acting  in  the  name  of  the  state,  upon  per- 
mission obtained  from  the  court.  But  it  by  no  means  fol- 
lows that  the  same  rule  applies  to  injunctions  sued  out  of 
the  circuit  court.  It  has  been  already  held  in  this  very  mat- 
ter that  such  a  case  as  this  is  not  one  within  the  original 
VoulOS— 38 
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jurisdiction  of  this  court,  because  it  does  not  affect  either 
"  the  sovereignty  of  the  state,  its  franchises  or  prerogatives, 
or  the  liberties  of  its  people."  In  re  Harivm^^  08  "Wis.  140. 
Hence  it  is  a  case  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court 
or  court  of  general  jurisdiction.  The  circuit  court  is  given 
by  the  constitution  the  same  writs  which  are  given  to  the 
supreme  court ;  but,  as  pointed  out  in  the  Bcdlroad  Gasesy 
they  are  given  to  the  circuit  courts  as  an  appurtenance  to 
their  general  jurisdiction,  and  the  writ  of  injunction,  as 
given  to  the  circuit  court,  is  not  a  prerogative  or  jurisdic- 
tional writ,  but  is  the  order  of  a  court  of  equity,  made  in 
the  progress  of  a  suit,  and  is  taken  by  the  circuit  court  sim- 
ply with  the  powers  and  uses  of  the  English  court  of  chan- 
cery. Therefore  it  seems  clear  that  the  rule  adopted  in  this 
court  with  reference  to  the  quad  prerogative  writ  of  injunc- 
tion as  given  to  this  court  has  no  necessary  application  to 
the  purely  equitable  writ  of  injunction  possessed  by  the  cir- 
cuit courts,  to  be  used  according  to  the  powers  and  uses  of 
the  court  of  chancery.  Nor  do  we  deem  it  in  any  view  de- 
sirable to  extend  the  rule  to  such  cases.  Hence  it  follows 
that  this  action  was  never  in  fact  an  action  on  behalf  of  the 
state,  because  the  state  has  never  been  represented  by  its 
proper  law  officer,  and  the  court  has  no  power  to  authorize 
a  private  relator  to  e^tjpro  hoc  vice  as  such  officer. 

It  has  not  been  necessary  to  discuss  or  decide  in  this  opin- 
ion whether  the  attorney  general  or  the  district  attorney  is 
the  proper  officer  to  file  such  an  information  as  is  now  be- 
fore us,  in  the  circuit  court.  The  constitution  provides  that 
the  powers  and  duties  of  the  attorney  general  shall  be  pre- 
scribed by  law.  Const,  art.  VI,  sec.  3.  His  general  duties 
are  laid  down  in  sec.  163,  Stats.  1898.  It  is  made  his  duty 
to  appear  and  prosecute  and  defend  all  actions  and  proceed- 
ings, civil  or  criminal,  in  the  supreme  court,  in  which  the 
state  shall  be  interested  or  a  party,  and  all  such  civil  cases 
as  may  be  sent  or  remanded  by  that  court  to  any  circuit 
court,  and  to  appear  for  the  state  in  any  court  in  any  cause 


Wis.] 


JANUAET  TEEM,  1899. 


515 


Sohug  vs.  The  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St  Paul  R  Ga 

or  matter,  civil  or  criminal,  in  which  the  state  or  the  people 
may  be  interested,  whenever  requested  by  the  governor  or 
either  branch  of  the  legislature.  He  is  also  required  to  per- 
form all  other  duties  imposed  on  him  by  law.  Sec.  3236, 
Stats.  1898,  gives  the  attorney  general  power  to  commence 
an  action  in  the  name  of  the  state  in  any  circuit  court  against 
a  corporation,  and  obtain  an  injunction  restraining  the  cor- 
poration from  assuming  or  exercising  any  franchise,  liberty, 
or  privilege,  or  transacting  any  business,  not  authorized  by 
its  charter.  By  sec.  752,  Stats.  1898,  the  district  attorney 
is  required  to  prosecute  or  defend  all  actions,  applications, 
or  motions,  civil  or  criminal,  in  the  circuit  court  of  his  county, 
in  which  the  state  or  county  is  interested  or  a  party.  Whether 
in  the  present  case  the  attorney  general  or  the  district  at- 
torney was  the  proper  public  officer  to  jfile  and  prosecute  the 
information  is  an  interesting  question,  but  it  was  not  argued, 
and,  as  it  is  not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  the  case,  we  re- 
frain from  expressing  an  opinion  upon  it. 

The  view  taken  of  the  case  makes  it  necessary  to  dismiss 
the  appeal.  As  it  was  not  an  action  brought  by  the  state, 
but  by  a  private  party,  an  effective  appeal  could  not  be 
taken  without  the  giving  of  an  undertaking.  None  was 
given  in  this  case.     Stats.  1898,  sees.  3049-3052. 

By  the  Court. —  Appeal  dismissed. 


SoHua,  by  guardian  ad  litem^  Appellant,  vs.  The  Chicago, 
Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Eailway  Company,  Eespondent. 

February  e?— April  4^  1899. 
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BaUroads:  Injury  to  boy  trespassing  on  track:  Contributory  negligence:    -^^        g^^ 
Qross  negligence:  Court  and  jury:  License  to  use  track  asfoot-ivay.        nO       *159 


1.  Plamtiff,  a  bright,  inteUigent  boy  ten  years  of  age.  had,  with  two 
other  boys,  been  running  westward  along  a  raibx)ad  track  at  a 
place  where  it  was  unlawful  for  them  to  be.  .  Just  before  reaching 
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a  street  he  attempted  to  cross  the  track  and  was  struck  by  a  loco- 
motive coming  from  the  east  at  an  unlawful  speed,  the  bell  on 
which  had  not  been  rung,  though  its  whistle  was  sounded  imme- 
diately prior  to  the  accident.  The  boy  knew  that  it  was  danger- 
ous to  walk  along  or  get  upon  the  track,  and  had  been  cautioned 
by  his  parents  not  to  go  around  trains.  He  testified  that  although 
he  knew  the  train  came  along  about  that  time  he  had  not  thoiif^ht 
of  it  until  just  before  he  was  struck.  It  appeared  that  from  the 
street  a  man  could  be  seen  on  the  track  nearly  1,100  feet  to  the 
east;  but  there  was  no  evidence  that  either  of  the  boys  was  act- 
ually on  the  track  after  the  train  approached  where  they  could  be 
seen  from  the  engine,  or  that  the  engineer  or  fireman  saw  any  of 
them,  or  that  their  clothing  was  such  as  naturally  to  attract  at- 
tention. In  an  action  for  the  injuries  sustained.  Tidd,  that  a  non- 
suit was  properly  granted.  Dodge  and  Winslow,  JJ.,  dissent, 
being  of  the  opinion  that  the  question  whether  defendant's  serv- 
ants were  guilty  of  gross  negligence  should  have  been  submitted 
to  the  jury. 
2l  The  fact  that  a  railroad  track,  at  a  place  where .  it  was  protected  by 
fences  and  cattle-guards  and  where  it  was  unlawful,  imder  sec. 
1811,  R.  S.  1878,  for  persons  to  walk,  was  frequently  used  by  pedes- 
trians does  not  show  that  such  use  was  licensed  by  the  company, 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  it  acquiesced  in  or  invited  the 
trespass. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Winne- 
bago county:  Geo.  W.  Buenell,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  Eaton  dk  Weed  and 
Henry  Fitzgibhon^  and  oral  argument  by  H.  L  Wesd  and 
M.  H.  Eaton.  They  contended,  mier  cdia,  that  the  plaintiff 
by  reason  of  his  age  could  not,  as  a  matter  of  law,  be  held 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  Ewen  v.  C.  &  iT.  TF.  R. 
Co.  38  Wis.  613;  Townley  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  53  Wis. 
626;  Ilemmingway  v.  C,  M.  <&  St.  P.  R.  Co.  72  Wis.  42; 
Whalen  v.  C.  <&  N.  W.  R.  Co.  75  Wis.  654;  Swift  v.  S.  I.  R. 
T.  R.  Co.  123  K  T.  645;  Bottoms  v.  S.  cfe  R.  R.  Co.  25  L.  R. 
A.  784,  and  cases  in  notes;  Johnson  v.  C  <&  N.  W.  R.  Co,  56 
Wis.  274,  279;  S.  C  49  Wis.  529,  531;  Seddles  v.  C.  &  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  74  Wis.  239;  McVoy  v.  Oalces,  91  Wis.  214;  Car- 
mer  v.  Cy  St.  P.,  M.  <&  0.  R.  Co.  95  Wis.  513 ;  Mowrey  v. 
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Central  City  By.  51  K  T.  666;  Byrne  v.  iT.  Y.  C  (&  H,  B. 
B.  Co.  83  K  T.  620;  Dowli/ng  v,  N.  Y.  C  <&  S.  B.  B.  Co. 
90  K  T.  670 ;  Ilepfel  v.  St.  P.,  M.  cfe  M.  B.  Co.  49  Minn.  263 ; 
Henderson  v.  St.  P.  <&  D.  B.  Co.  52  Minn.  479.  Even  though 
the  plaintiflf  had  been  upon  the  right  of  way  instead  of  the 
street,  the  defendant's  servants  were  bound  to  exercise  rea- 
sonable care  for  his  safety,  and  in  neglecting  to  do  so  were 
guilty  of  gross  and  culpable  negligence.  Valm  v.  M.  cfe  JV. 
B.  Co.  82  Wis.  1 ;  Woodward  v.  West  Sids  St.  B.  Co.  71  Wis. 
625;  Whalen  v.  C.  c&  N.  W.  B.  Co.  75  Wis.  654.  It  is  gross 
negligence  to  run  trains  at  a  rate  of  speed  prohibited  by 
law.  It  is  a  question  for  a  jurywhether  children  were  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence  in  running  in  front  of  a  train. 
Chicago  (&  A.  B.  Co.  v.  Becker^  84  111.  483;  Allen  v.  A.  C.  B. 
Co.  106  Iowa,  602.      , 

For  the  respondent  there  waa  a  brief  by  Barbers  cfe  Beg- 
linger  J  attorneys,  and  B.  H.  Fidd^  of  counsel,  and  oral  argu- 
ment by  Burton  Hamson. 

Cassoday,  0.  J.  This  is  an  action  for  personal  injuries 
sustained  by  the  plaintiflf,  a  boy  of  ten  years  of  age,  having 
his  foot  cut  oflf  by  being  struck  by  a  passenger  train  of  the 
defendant  while  he  was  on  the  track.  May  29, 1897,  between 
10  and  11  o'clock  in  the  forenoon.  Issue  being  joined  and 
trial  had,  the  court,  at  the  close  of  the  testimony,  granted  a 
nonsuit,  and  from  the  judgment  entered  thereon  the  plaint- 
iff brings  this  appeal. 

The  facts  revealed  upon  the  trial  are  to  the  effect  that  the 
defendant's  railway  ran  from  Menasha  in  an  easterly  direc- 
tion to  Hilbert  Junction;  that  it  crossed  Konemac  street, 
which  ran  north  and  south  at  right  angles  with  the  railway 
track;  that  that  was  the  first  street  in  Menasha  crossed  by 
the  railway  track  coming  from  the  east;  that  some  200  feet 
east  of  that  crossing  the  track  gradually  began  to  curve 
towards  the  north,  and  continued  to  so  curve  for  a  distance 
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of  400  or  500  feet,  after  which  it  ran  eastward  in  a  straight 
line  at  an  angle  of  fifteen  or  twenty  degrees  from  the  line 
of  the  track  at  the  street  crossing  projected;  that  tlie  de- 
fendant's right  of  way  was  100  feet  wide,  and  fenced  on  both 
sides;  that  there  were  cattle-gnards  on  each  side  of  the 
street,  connected  by  wing  fences  on  each  side  of  the  right  oZ 
way;  that  there  were  no  sidewalks  on  either  side  of  that 
street;  that  there  was  a  plank  crossing  near  the  middle  of 
the  street;  that  the  defendant's  depot  was  several  blocks 
west  o?  that  street;  that  the  one-mile  station  was  nearlv 
1,900  feet  easterly  from  the  crossing;  that  within  that  dis- 
tance were  two  whistling  posts, — one  about  1,150  feet  east- 
erly of  the  street,  anu  the  other  a  little  over  200  feet  easterly 
of  the  street;  that  the  plaintiff  lived  with  his  parents  four 
or  five  blocks  south  and  west  of  the  crossing,  and  had  lived 
in  Menasha  from  early  childhood ;  that  on  the  morning  in 
question  he  left  his  home  to  go  to  the  beach,  about  a  mile 
east  of  the  crossing,  to  get  a  pail  of  sand  for  his  mother's 
birds ;  that  two  other  boys  —  Eudolph  Mayer,  about  the  same 
age,  and  John  Dryjewski,  who  was  about  a  year  older  — 
went  with  him ;  that  when  they  got  to  Konemac  street  they 
went  down  that  street  to  the  railway  track,  and  then  crossed 
over  the  cattle  guards,  and  followed  the  railway  track  east- 
erly for  about  a  mile;  that  they  fished,  and  ho  got  his  pail 
of  sand;  that  they  then  started  back  home  along  the  track; 
that  when  they  got  between  the  two  whistling  posts,  and 
about  by  the  curve  mentioned,  they  thought  of  the  ball  game, 
and  began  to  run;  that  the  plaintiff  ran  ahead  upon  the  ties 
on  the  north  side  of  the  track;  that  Kudolph  ran  upon  the 
south  side  of  the  track;  that  John  ran  in  the  middle;  that 
they  ran  nearly  to  Konemac  street;  that  as  they  neared  the 
street,  and  just  as  the  plaintiff  started  to  cross  the  cattle- 
guard,  he  looked  around  and  saw  Kudolph  behind  him  on 
the  north  side  of  the  track,  and  John  still  further  back,  but 
was  off  the  ties,  and  running  on  the  side  of  the  track;  that 
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he  saw  no  train,  and  heard  no  whistle  or  bell;  that  in  cross- 
ing the  cattle-gaard  he  stepped  from  one  of  the  peaks  to 
the  other;  that  as  soon  as  he  got  across  the  cattle-guard  he 
started  from  the  north  side  of  the  track  to  go  to  the  south 
side  of  the  track ;  that  he  so  started  to  (irosa  the  track  near 
the  old  cattle-guard; -that  just  as  he  got  in  the  middle  of  the 
main  track,  between  the  rails,  Eudolph  said  the  train  was 
coming,  and  that,  as  the  plaintiff  was  going  to  jump  over 
the  iron,  his  foot  got  caught  under  the  rail,  three  or  four 
feet  from  the  cattle-guard,  and  he  was  struck  by  the  train 
coming  from  the  east;  that  he  had  two  fish  poles  in  his  hand, 
one  twenty  feet  long  and  the  other  shorter;  that  if  he  had 
not  stumbled  and  fallen  he  would  have  gotten  off  the  track 
before  he  was  struck ;  that  that  was  the  time  he  lost  his  foot ; 
that  up  to  that  time  he  had  not  thought  about  the  train; 
that  he  knew  the  train  came  along  about  that  time;  that  it 
was  a  nice,  quiet  day  in  the  latter  part  of  May,  and  that 
there  was  no  noise  by  the  wind  or  anything;  that  his  father 
and  mother  had  for  years  cautioned  him  not  to  go  around 
trains,  because  he  would  be  hurt;  that  he  knew  there  was 
danger  of  being  run  over  in  getting  on  the  railway  track; 
that  his  parents  did  not  know  that  he  was  going  upon  the 
railway  track  at  the  time  in  question;  that  he  knew  it  was 
dangerous  to  walk  on  the  track  or  the  ends  of  the  ties;  that 
he  knew  the  track  was  fenced  in  to  keep  people  and  animals 
out;  that  he  had  been  to  school  ever  since  he  was  five  years 
old;  that  he  was  in  the  sixth  grade,  and  was  studying  Ger- 
man and  arithmetic  —  fractions ;  that  he  had  known  for  a 
good  many  years  that  if  he  was  on  the  track,  and  a  train 
came  along,  he  was  liable  to  get  hurt,  and,  if  he  had  seen  or 
heard  the  train,  he  should  have  gotten  off  the  track;  that 
Rudolph  testified  to  the  effect  that  he  heard  three  short 
whistles,  and  jumped  off  the  track,  and  said,  "Look  out, 
Willie!  "  and  the  train  struck  him;  that  John  testified  to  the 
effect  that  he  heard  some  noise,  and  turned  around,  and  saw 
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the  train  coming,  and  jumped  off  the  track,  and  was  going 
to  holler,  when  he  saw  the  plaintiff,  who  was  in  the  act  of 
crossing  from  the  north  to  the  south  side  of  the  track,- thrown 
in  the  air;  that  the  train  started  from  Hilbert  Junction  on 
that  day  at  10: 15  a.  m.,  and  was  due  at  Menasha  at  10:47 
a.  m.,  and  was  on  time;  that  when  the  leaves  were  on  the 
trees  in  the  latter  part  of  May  a  man  could  be  seen  from  the 
center  of  Konemac  street  crossing  on  the  track  east  at  a  dis- 
tance of  1,092  feet,  or  about  sixty-six  rods;  that  the  train  at 
the  time  of  the  injury  was  running  at  the  rate  of  thirty-five 
to  forty  miles  per  hour;  that  it  did  not  stop  until  it  was  1,323 
feet  past  Konemac  street;  that  three  sharp  whistles  were 
sounded  immediately  prior  to  the  accident;  that  the  bell  was 
not  rung;  that  two  witnesses  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  tes- 
tified that  just  prior  to  the  three  sharp  whistles  there  was 
one  long  whistle ;  that  a  train  equipped  as  that  was,  and  run- 
ning fifteen  miles  an  hour,  could  be  stopped  in  a  distance 
of  100  feet,  and  running  forty-five  miles  an  hour  could  be 
stopped  in  a  distance  of  1,000  feet.  Such  is  an  outline  of 
the  evidence  on  which  the  nonsuit  was  granted. 

No  evidence  was  offered  on  behalf  of  the  defendant.  The 
accident  occurred  within  the  limits  of  Menasha,  and  hence 
the  train  was,  at  the  time,  running  at  an  unlawful  rate  of 
speed.  Stats.  1898,  sec.  1809^^.  The  statute  also  required 
the  bell  to  be  rung  before  and  while  crossing  that  street. 
Sec.  1809,  K.  S.  1878.  But  these  statutes  do  not  make  the 
railway  company  absolutely  liable  for  injuries  to  person's 
caused  by  trains  running  at  an  excessive  rate  of  speed. 
Schneider  v.  C,  M.  <&  St.  P.  JR.  Co.  99  Wis.  378.  On  the 
contrary,  such  liability  may  be  defeated  by  contributory 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  person  injured.  Id.  The  por- 
tion of  the  track  east  of  the  street  appears  to  have  been 
protected  by  fences  and  cattle-guards,  as  required  by  the 
statute.  E.  S,  1878,  sec.  1810.  The  statute  made  it  unlaw- 
ful **for  any  person,  other  than  those  connected  with  or 
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employed  upon  the  railroad,  to  walk  along  the  track  "  east 
of  that  street.  Sec.  1811,  E.  S.  1878.  The  plaintiff  and  his 
two  companions  were  walking  along  the  track  in  violation 
of  that  statute.  True,  there  is  testimony  tending  to  prove 
that  during  the  fall  and  summer  before  the  accident  people 
went  up  and  came  down  and  out  upon  that  track  almost 
every  day ;  but  there  is  nothing  in  the  testimony  indicating 
that  the  defendant  acquiesced  in,  much  less  invited,  such 
trespass.  It  is  unlike  the<  habitual  use  by  pedestrians  of 
particular  paths,  walks,  and  drives  at  railway  stations  and  on 
depot  grounds  and  yards  which  are  unfenced  and  open  to 
the  public,  and  where  they  may  be  readily  observed  by 
agents  of  the  company.  Anderson  v.  (7.,  St.  P.,  M.  <&  0.  R. 
Co.  87  Wis.  195,  205.  In  that  case  the  plaintiff's  intestate 
was  killed  while  walking  upon  a  bridge,  constituting  a  part 
of  the  main  track,  at  a  considerable  distance  from  the  depot 
grounds,  and  it  wa^held  that  the  statute  was  applicable^ 
that  no  license  to  use  the  trestle  as  a  footway  could  be  im- 
plied from  its  customary  use  by  pedestrians  for  that  purpose, 
especially  as  it  was  so  built  as  to  repel,  rather  than  invite, 
foot  travelers  over  it.  Here  the  fences  and  cattle-guards 
were  perpetual  warnings  against  the  use  of  such  track  by 
pedestrians.  The  same  distinction  has  been  maintained  in 
later  cases.  Mason  v.  (7.,  St.  P.,  M.  dh  0.  B.  Co.  89  Wis. 
156, 157;  Carmer  v.  C,  St.  P.,  M.  cfe  0.  JR.  Co.  95  Wis.  517. 
The  same  distinction  has  been  maintained  in  other  juris- 
dictions. Thus,  in  a  recent  case  in  Oregon  it  was  held  that : 
"The  mere  fact  that  persons  have  frequently  trespassed 
upon  a  railroad  track,  and  that  the  company  has  resorted  to 
no  means  to  stop  such  trespassers,  does  not  amount  to  a  per- 
mission or  license  to  use  the  track  as  a  foot-path.  A  railroad 
company  owes  to  a  trespasser  upon  its  track  no  legal  duty 
to  keep  a  lookout  or  guard  him  against  danger.  The  find- 
ing of  the  body  of  a  child  on  a  railroad  track,  where  it  had 
been  struck  by  a  train,  raises  no  presumption  of  negligence 
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on  the  part  of  the  company,  although  the  track  was  straight 
and  clear,  where  there  is  nothing  to  show  the  circumstances 
of  the  accident,  or  how  long  the  child  had  been  on  the  track 
when  struck."  Ward  v.  S,  P,  Co.  23  L.  K.  A.  715.  Numer- 
ous cases  are  there  cited  from  different  states  in  support  of 
such  ruling.  To  the  same  effect  is  a  recent  case  in  Georgia, 
where  the  boy  killed  was  eleven  years  of  age.  Atlanta  dk 
C,  A.  Z.  R,  Co.  V.  Gravitty  26  L.  E.  A.  553.  So  it  has  re- 
cently been  held  by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  for  this  cir- 
ouit,  in  an  opinion  written  by  Judge  Seamak,  sitting  with 
Judges  "Woods  and  Showalteb,  that:  "A  railroad  company 
is  not  bound  to  any  act  or  service  in  anticipation  of  tres- 
passers on  its  track,  nor  is  the  engineer  obliged  to  look  out 
for  them;  and  a  trespasser  venturing  upon  the  track  for 
purposes  of  his  own  assumes  all  risk  of  conditions  which 
may  be  found  there,  including  the  operation  of  engines  and 
oars."    Sheehan  v.  St.  P.  d;  D.  H.  Co.  76  Fed.  Eep.  201. 

It  is  apparent  from  the  testimony  in  this  case  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  very  bright,  intelligent  boy,  who  admits  that 
he  knew  when  he  went  upon  the  track  that  he  was  not  only 
disobeying  the  repeated  injunctions  of  his  parents,  but  that 
it  was  dangerous  and  wrong  for  him  to  be  there.  The  alle- 
gation that  he  was  lawfully  traveling  over  and  along  the 
street  when  injured  is  expressly  negatived  by  his  own  testi- 
mony. The  cattle-guards  were  outside  of  the  street,  and 
confessedly  he  had  not  gotten  into  the  street;  much  less  was 
he  a  traveler  upon  the  street.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
the  plaintiff  was  injured  "through  the  gross  carelessness, 
negligence,  and  want  of  ordinary  care  and  prudence  of  the 
defendant,  its  oflRcers,  agents,  and  employees,  in  carelessly 
and  negligently  and  recklessly  running  and  propelling  the 
engine  of  the  defendant  attached  to  said  passenger  coaches, 
as  aforesaid,  through  and  over  the  street "  in  question,  with- 
out giving  any  warning.  The  only  evidence  of  gross  careless- 
ness and  negligence,  or  of  recklessly  running  and  propelling 
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the  engine  over  the  street  without  warning,  is  the  excessive 
rate  of  speed  and  the  failure  to  ring  the  bell.  There  is  no 
evidence  that  either  of  the  boys  was  actually  on  the  track 
after  the  train  approached  where  they  might  have  been  seeA 
by  the  engineer  or  fireman.  True,  they  were  running  by 
the  side  of  the  track,  but  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  engi- 
neer or  fireman  saw  any  of  them,  nor  that  their  clothing 
was  such  as  naturally  to  attract  attention.  Gross  negligence 
or  carelessness  is  such  a  degree  of  rashness  or  wantonness  as 
evinces  a  total  disregard  for  the  safety  of  persons  or  prop- 
erty, and  is  but  little  less  than  intentional  wrong.  Lockwood 
V,  Belle  City  St.  B,  Co,  92  Wis.  108-112,  and  cases  there 
cited;  SchiUing  v.  C,  M.  <&  St.  P.  li.  Co.  71  Wis.  255.  It 
is  such  a  degree  of  recklessness  or  wantonness  as  would  con- 
stitute some  of  the  lower  degrees  of  manslaughter  in  case 
death  should  result.  Stats.  1898,  sees.  4355-4363.  Upon  the 
evidence  in  the  record  no  court,  it  is  believed,  would  be  justi- 
fied in  submitting  to  the  jury  the  question  whether  the 
engineer  or  fireman  was  guilty  of  manslaughter,  merely  be- 
cause they  failed  to  see  these  boys  by  the  side  of  the  track, 
where  they  had  no  legal  right  to  be,  and  hence  where  they 
were  not  expected  to  be.    We  find  no  error  in  the  record. 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 

Dodge,  J.  I  find  myself  unable  to  concur  in  the  decision 
of  the  court  in  this  case,  or  in  a  rule  of  law  which  exempts 
railroad  companies  so  entirely  from  any  duty  to  guard  against 
injury  to  children  in  the  operation  of  their  dangerous  appa- 
ratus. When  three  little  boys  are  seen  running  along  a  rail- 
road track  a  thousand  feet  ahead  of  an  engine,  it  seems  to 
me  gross  negligence  for  the  engineer  to  drive  his  train  at  an 
excessive  and  unlawful  rate  of  speed  upon  them,  without 
signal  and  without  check.  It  evinces  to  my  mind  that  reck- 
lessness and  wantonness  which  constitutes  that  degree  of 
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negligence,  whether  or  not  there  be  intent  or  wilful  purpose 
to  injure.  If  it  be  urged  that  from  the  fact  that  the  boys 
were  running  the  engineer  might  infer  that  they  knew  of 
the  approach  of  the  train,  it  must  have  been  obvious  to  him, 
from  the  slightest  knowledge  of  boyish  instincts  and  tenden- 
cies, that  they  were  running  to  reach  the  street  before  the 
train  overtook  them,  and  he  should  have  realized  that  they 
might  not  be  able  to  accomplish  that  purpose.  A  very  slight 
checking  of  the  unlawful  speed  of  this  train  would  have 
saved  them  from  the  needless  peril.  If,  however,  he  did  not 
draw  the  inference  that  they  knew  of  the  approach  of  the 
train,  then  nothing  could  be  more  heedless  and  wanton  than 
to  allow  them,  without  signal,  to  remain  in  ignorance  while 
this  peril  was  rushing  upon  them.  I  have  assumed  that  the 
children  were  seen  by  the  engineer,  for  they  were  in  plain 
sight  from  the  curve  in  the  track,  1,092  feet  away;  and  the 
known  custom  of  close  observation  of  the  track  ahead,  sup- 
plemented by  the  absence  of  any  denial  from  engineer  or 
fireman,  who  could  refute  the  fact  if  not  true,  would  cer- 
tainly support  a  verdict  to  that  effect. 

As  no  statements  of  mine  can  serve  as  a  guide  to  the  pro- 
fession, I  shall  not  incumber  the  reports  with  any  extended 
discussion  or  citation  of  authorities.  In  Sfucke  v.  M.  <6  M, 
It,  Co.  9  Wis.  212,  the  company  was  declared  to  be  rendered 
liable  by  "  wanton  or  needless  damage,"  or  "where  the  facts 
show  such  a  degree  of  rashness  or  wantonness  on  the  part 
of  the  servants  of  the  company  as  evinces  a  total  want  of 
care  for  the  safety  of  the  cattle ; "  and  it  was  held  necessary 
to  submit  to  the  jury  the  question  of  gross  negligence  where 
tlie  engineer  drove  his  train  upon  cattle  in  plain  sight,  with- 
out either  checking  speed  or  sounding  the  whistle.  That 
authority,  I  think,  has  never  been  questioned,  and,  such 
being  the  rule  of  this  court  as  to  the  duty  due  to  cattle  tres- 
passing upon  the  track,  I  am  unwilling  to  relax  it  in  case  of 
children.    I  think  the  question  whether  defendant's  servants 
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were  guilty  of  gross  negligence  causing  plaintiff's  injury 
should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury. 

WiNSLow,  J.    I  concur  in  the  foregoing  opinion  of  Mr. 
Justice  Dodge. 


Oalteattx,  Assignee,  Eespondent^  vs.  Mubllbb,  Appellant. 
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(1,  8)  Corporations:  Power  to  purchase  their  own  stock:  Authority  of  1^^        ^25 
officers:  Contracts.    (3,  4)  Practice:  Plea  of  another  auction  pend- zzl 


ing:  Judgment  without  verdict 

1.  A  corporation,  not  prohibited  by  its  charter,  may  purchase  its  own 

capital  stock,  yet  such  power  cannot  be  exercised  by  an  officer  of  iq2  525 

the  corporation  without  special  authorization  in  that  regard  by  its  61  LRA  622n 
board  of  directors. 

2.  A  plea  of  the  pendency  of  an  action  previously  commenced  to  en- 

force the  same  cause  of  action,  is  not  good  unless  it  shows  that 
the  parties  thereto  are  identical  with  those  in  the  second  action, 
or  that  such  as  are  not  identical  are  in  privity  with  the  former  par- 
ties. 
-  S.  If  a  secretary  and  business  manager  of  a  corporation,  having  no  au- 
thority other  than  that  ordinarily  incident  to  such  a  position,  sell 
and  deliver  to  another  property  of  the  corporation,  agreeing  to  ac- 
cept in  its  behalf  some  of  its  capital  stock  in  payment  therefor,  and 
such  other  disable  himself  from  returning  such  property  by  trans- 
ferring title  thereof  to  a  third  person,  the  corporation  may,  at  its 
election,  hold  such  other  liable  on  an  implied  promise  to  pay  for 
such  property  at  the  sale  price. 
4,  Where  one  party  to  an  action  is,  on  the  evidence,  entitled  to  judg- 
ment as  a  matter  of  law,  the  taking  of  a  verdict  in  his  favor  is 
an  immaterial  formality;  hence  if,  in  such  circumstances,  the  case 
be  submitted  to  a  jury  who  fail  to  agree,  the  court  may  then  dis- 
charge them  and  order  judgment  in  accordance  with  the  facts. 
[Syllabus  by  Marshatj^,  J.] 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Sheboy- 
gan county:  N.  S.  Gilson,  Circuit  Judge.    Affi/^med. 
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The  complaint  was  for  the  recovery  of  $498  with  legal  in- 
terest from  October  19, 1895,  alleged  to  be  due  from  defend- 
ant Anton  V.  Mueller  for  three  altars,  a  communion  rail,  and 
crucifix,  said  to  have  been  sold  him  by  plaintiffs  assignor, 
a  manufacturing  corporation  called  the  St.  Francis  Art  In- 
stitute. The  St.  Mary's  Congregation  of  Random  Lake  was 
joined  as  defendant,  but  no  cause  of  action  was  stated,  or 
evidence  produced  to  establish  any  cause  of  action  as  to  it. 
Defendant  Mueller  answered,  admitting  purchase  of  the  ar- 
ticles mentioned  in  the  complaint,  but  alleging  that  it  was 
made  through  H.  T.  Stemper  as  secretary  and  business  man- 
ager of  the  St.  Francis  Art  Institute,  that  it  was  agreed  de- 
fendant should  give  therefor  five  shares  of  the  capital  stock 
of  the  institute  company,  and  that  the  articles  were  deliv- 
ered pursuant  to  such  agreement  and  the  stock  duly  tendered 
to  plaintiff.  There  were  further  allegations  showing  the 
tender  pleaded  to  have  been  kept  good  down  to  the  time  of 
the  trial.  The  pendency  of  a  former  action  against  the  St. 
Mary's  Congregation  was  also  pleaded  in  abatement.  On 
the  trial  the  court  ruled  that  the  defense  in  abatement  was 
insufficient,  and  due  exception  was  taken  to  such  ruling. 

The  evidence  showed  that  before  the  action  was  com- 
menced Mueller  transferred  the  property  purchased  of  plaint- 
iffs assignor  to  the  St.  Mary's  Congregation  and  thereby 
disabled  himself  from  returning  the  same.  There  was  no 
dispute  as  to  the  amount  due  plaintiff,  if  anything  was  due, 
and  no  evidence  that  Stemper  possessed  any  authority,  as 
business  manager  of  the  Art  Institute,  other  than  that  which 
ordinarily  pertains  to  the  position  of  secretary  and  business 
manager  of  a  corporation.  There  was  some  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  agreed  consideration  for  the  articles 
purchased  was  capital  stock  in  the  Art  Institute  as  alleged 
in  the  answer. 

At  the  close  of  the  evidence  plaintiff's  counsel  moved  the 
court  for  the  direction  of  a  verdict  for  $498  with  interest. 
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Tliat  motion  was  denied  with  the  understanding  that  the 
question  of  law  presented  should  be  considered  later  and 
that  in  the  mean  time  some  questions  of  fact  should  be 
passed  upon  by  the  jury.  Such  questions  were  thereupon 
submitted  and  the  jury  were  instructed  in  regard  to  them. 
The  jury,  having  failed  to  agree,  were  discharged,  and  the 
court  then  granted  plaintiff's  motion  for  judgment.  Judg- 
ment was  thereupon  entered,  from  which  this  appeal  was 
taken. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  GUlen  &  Hughes^ 
and  oral  arg-ument  by  Simon  CriUen,  To  the  point  that  the 
corporation  was  bound  by  the  contract  made  by  its  secretary 
and  business  manager,  they  cited  4  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of 
Law,  242,  245;  Madison^  W,  c&  M,  P.  E,  Co.  v.  Watertoion 
i&  P.  P.  E.  Co,  5  Wis.  173;  Clarh  v.  Fa/rrin^ton,  11  Wis. 
306-322;  N'orth  Hudson  M.  B,  <&  Z.  Asso.  v.  FirBt  Nat. 
BanTc^  79  TVis.  31;  Oermantown  F.  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dhetn,  13 
Wis.  420;  Winterjteld  v.  Cream  City  B.  Co.  90  Wis.  239; 
McElroy  v.  Minnesota  P.  H.  Co.  96  Wis.  317;  Senour  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Cla/rke,  96  Wis.  469;  Ford  u  HW.,  92  Wis.  188;  2  Kent, 
Comra.  291. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  LaBovle  d;  Bunt, 
and  oral  argument  by  F.  S.  Himt. 

■ 

Marshall,  J.  If  Stemper,  the  secretary  and  business  man- 
ager of  the  St.  Francis  Art  Institute,  had  no  authority  to 
trade  its  property  for  capital  stock  in  the  corporation,  then, 
under  the  circumstances  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  unless  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court 
was  wrong  as  to  the  suflSciency  of  the  matter  pleaded  in 
abatement. 

It  stands  admitted  that  appellant,  MueJler^  purchased  the 
property  mentioned  in  the  complaint  at  the  price  alleged, 
and  that  he  disabled  himself  from  returning  the  same.  There- 
fore, obviously,  he  was  liable  on  an  implied  promise  to  pay 
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for  the  property  at  plaintiff's  electioii  to  proceed  that  way, 
if  there  was  no  agreement  binding  on  plaintiff's  assignor  to 
receive  corporate  stock  in  payment  for  the  property. 

The  matter  in  abatement  was  manifestly  insufficient,  as  it 
did  not  show  the  pendency  of  a  former  suit  to  recover  the 
same  indebtednsss  of  appellant,  but  of  a  third  party,  the  St. 
Mary's  Congregation  of  Random  Lake.  A  plea  of  the  pend- 
ency of  a  former  action  is  fatally  defective  unless  it  shows 
an  identity  of  parties  or  privies  in  the  two  actions.  Wood 
V.  Lake,  13  Wis.  84. 

The  question  of  whether  a  corporation,  unless  precluded 
by  its  charter,  may,  acting  in  good  faith,  purchase  and  take 
title  to  its  own  capital  stock,  which  is  discussed  at  consider- 
able length  in  the  briefs  of  counsel,  was  decided  in  the  af- 
firmative by  this  court  in  Shoemaker  v.  Washburn  L.  Co.  97 
"Wis.  585,  and  an  examination  of  the  opinion  in  that  case, 
written  by  the  present  chief  justice,  will  show  that  the  de- 
cision is  supported  by  abundance  of  authority,  including  that 
of  the  federal  supreme  court.  But  because  it  is  within  the 
power  of  a  corporation  to  purchase  its  own  stock,  it  does  not 
follow,  by  any  means,  that  an  executive  officer  of  such  cor- 
poration may,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  exercise  that  power.  It 
cannot  be  claimed  here  that  Stemper  had  any  power  other 
than  such  as  was  incident  to  his  office,  because  there  is  no 
evidence  of  any  special  delegation  of  power  by  action  of  the 
board  of  directors,  or  any  implied  authority  by  reason  of 
the  manner  in  which  the  business  of  the  corporation  was 
conducted.  Ford  v,  SiU,  92  Wis.  188,  and  similar  oases  re- 
lied upon  by  appellant,  have  no  application  to  the  facts  before 
us.  In  each  of  the  cases  referred  to  the  officer  of  the  corpo- 
ration whose  conduct  was  in  question  had  been  permitted, 
uniformly,  to  exercise  the  whole  power  of  the  corporation, 
and  in  such  circumstances  it  was  held  that  the  corporation 
was  estopped  from  changing  its  position  to  the  prejudice  of 
those  who  had  in  good  faith  dealt  with  such  officer,  relying 
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on  the  appearance  of  power  for  which  such  corporation, 
through  its  governing  board,  was  responsible.  Did  the  au- 
thority incident  to  Stemper's  official  position  include  that  of 
purchasing  capital  stock  in  the  corporation  for  the  purpose 
of  effecting  a  sale  of  its  manufactured  product  ?  That  is  the 
question. 

It  would  seem  that  a  discussion  of  the  subject  presented 
and  citation  of  authorities  is  unnecessary  to  show  that  a 
mere  business  manager  of  a  corporate  organization  does  not, 
by  virtue  of  his  office,  ordinarily  possess  any  such  extraordi- 
nary authority  as  that  of  buying  in  its  capital  stock.  The 
power  of  the  corporation  to  do  that  is  doubted  in  some  juris- 
dictions and  denied  in  others.  No  court  that  concedes  it 
goes  so  far  as  to  hold  that  the  pow^er  can  be  exercised  by  an 
officer  of  the  corporation  having  no  special  authorization  by 
the  governing  body  so  to  do.  There  are  many  things  which 
a  corporation  may  do,  of  much  less  importance  than  that  of 
buying  its  capital  stock,  which  cannot  be  done  by  a  business 
manager  without  special  authority,  express  or  implied.  He 
cannot  make  a  judgment  note.  Ford  v,  HiU^  92  Wis.  188. 
He  cannot  contract  with  an  employee  for  services  for  an  un- 
reasonable length  of  time.  Coriacho  V.  Hamilton  JB.  N,  <& 
K  Co,  2  App.  Div.  369 ;  Carney  v.  If.  Y.  L,  Ins.  Co.  J9  App- 
Div.  160.  He  may  enter  into  such  contracts  and  do  such 
acts  as  pertain  to  the  regular  course  of  corporate  business 
under  his  direction,  and  no  more.  When  he  goes  outside  of 
that  without  special  authority,  express  or  implied,  his  acts 
will  not  be  binding  upon  the  corporation. 

Applying  the  foregoing  to  the  question  of  whether  Stem- 
per  had  authority  to  buy  the  capital  stock  of  the  Art  Insti- 
tute, it  must  be  unhesitatingly  decided  in  the  negative.  That 
was  no  part  of  the  general  business  of  the  corporation,  nor 
incident  to  such  general  business  in  any  way.  That  busi- 
ness consisted  in  manufacturing  articles  of  merchandise  of  a 
particular  character  and  selling  them  in  the  ordinary  course 
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of  trade.  The  power  to  purchase  capital  stock  in  the  corpo- 
ration was  entirely  outside  its  ordinary  business,  hence  was 
exercisable  only  by  such  corporation  acting  through  its  gov- 
erning body,  the  board  of  directors.  The  decision  of  the 
trial  court  in  plaintifiTs  favor  was  proper  and  must  be  af- 
firmed. The  fact  that  there  was  no  formal  verdict  is  immar 
terial.  The  case  turned  on  a  question  of  law,  therefore  a 
verdict,  though  it  would  have  been  proper,  was  not  necessary. 
Ga/mmon  v,  Ahrams,  53  Wis.  323. 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 
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TTalbaoh,  Eespondent,  vs.  Teesteb  and  others,  imp..  Appel- 
lants. 

March  U— April  4, 1899. 

Promissory  notes:  Indorsements:  Parol  evidence:  Foreclosure  of  mort- 
gages: Deficiency  judgm^ent  against  indorsers, 

L  If  there  was  no  fraud  in  securing  the  indorsement  of  a  promissory 
note,  parol  evldenoe  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  the  indoisers  did 
not  intend  to  bind  themselves  as  such. 
2,  A  bona  fide  purchaser  of  a  promissory  note  for  value  before  matu- 
rity is  presumed  to  have  relied  upon^in  indorsement  thereon,  and 
the  indorsers  cannot  show  the  contrary. 
3.  Under  sea  8156,  Stats.  1898  (authorizing  a  deficiency  judgment,  in 
a  foreclosure  action,  "  against  every  party  personally  liable  for  the 
debt  secured  by  the  mortgage,  whether  the  mortgagor  or  other 
persons,  if  upon  the  same  contract  which  the  mortgage  is  given  to 
secure '0»  the  indorsers  of  a  note,  whose  liability  has  been  duly 
fixed  by  demand  and  notice,  may  be  joined  in  an  action  to  fore- 
close the  mortgage  given  by  the  maker  as  security,  and  a  defi- 
ciency judgment  may  be  rendered  against  them  therein.  CottreU 
V,  New  London  F,  Co.  94  Wis.  176,  distinguished. 


Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Sheboy- 
gan county:  N.  S.  Gilso^t,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 
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The  mortgage  in  suit  bears  date  April  13, 1893,  and  was 
executed  by  Anna  Black  and  Frances  Trester  to  the  defend- 
ants Henry  TT.,  John  J.^  and  Adam  Trester^  to  secure  the 
payment  of  a  note  for  $1,000,  due  in  five  years,  with  inter- 
est at  six  per  cent.,  payable  annually.  On  April  17, 1893, 
the  mortgagees  duly  assigned  said  mortgage  to  Christine 
Webster,  and  on  the  back  of  the  note  signed  their  names  to 
the  following:  "Pay  to  the  order  of  Christine  "Webster." 
On  June  9, 1893,  this  mortgage  and  note  were  transferred 
to  plaintiff  by  assignment  and  indorsement  in  proper  form. 
Default  having  been  made  thereon,  notice  of  protest  and 
nonpayment  was  duly  given  to  the  indorsers  of  said  note. 

This  suit  was  commenced  to  foreclose  the  mortgage.  The 
indorsers  of  the  note  were  made  parties  defendant,  and  judg- 
ment against  them  for  any  deficiency  was  demanded.  No 
appearance  was  made  by  any  of  the  defendants,  except  the 
mortgagees,  who  answered,  denying  that  they  ever  indorsed 
the  note  in  suit  or  assured  the  payment  thereof  to  the  plaint- 
iff or  any  one  else,  and  alleging  that  if  the  note  bore  their 
signatures  the  indorsement  was  made  under  a  mistake  of 
fact  and  without  any  intention  to  guaranty  the  payment 
thereof,  which  fact  was  well  known  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
he  was  not  a  "bona  fide  purchaser  thereof. 

The  court  made  findings  in  favor  of  the  plaintiflF,  and  di- 
rected the  entry  of  the  usual  judgment  of  foreclosure  and 
sale,  and,  in  case  of  a  deficiency,  that  judgment  therefor 
should  be  entered  against  the  makers  and  indorsers  of  the 
note.  From  this  judgment  so  entered  the  defendants  Henry 
TT.,  John  J.J  and  Adam  Trester  appeal. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  CHUen  c&  Hughes^ 
and  oral  argument  by  Simon  OiUen.  To  the  point  that  the 
judgment  for  deficiency  against  the  indorsers  was  unauthor- 
ized because  their  contract  was  not  the  same  contract  which 
the  mortgage  was  given  to  secure,  they  cited  2  Pingrey, 
Mortgages,  §  2037;  Bishop  v,  Douglass^  25  Wis.  696;  Fond 
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du  Lao  H.  Co,  v.  Saskina^  61  Wis.  135 ;  Oaynor  t>.  BleioeUj 
86  Wis.  399 ;  Flankintan  v.  Hildehrcmd,  89  Wis.  209 ;  Witt£r 
V.  Neevea^  78  Wis.  547;  Cottrell  v.  New  London  F.  Co.  94  Wis. 
176;  Morgan  v.  South  Milwaukee  Z.  V.  Co.  97  Wis.  275; 
Richards  v.  Land  cfe  River  I.  Co.  99  Wis.  625. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Benfey  cfe  Benfey^ 
and  oral  argument  by  Theodore  Benfey.  To  the  point  that 
the  parol  evidence  tending  to  alter  the  contract  of  indorse- 
ment was  inadmissible,  they  cited  Jones,  Ev.  §§  437, 438,  508, 
509;  Martin  v.  Cole^  104  U.  S.  30;  Cake  v.  PoUaviUe  Bank^ 
116  Pa.  St.  264;  S.  C.  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  600;  Youngherg  v.  Nel- 
son^ 51  Minn.  172;  Charles  v.  Denis^  42  Wis.  56;  Dale  v. 
Oea/r,  38  Conn.  15;  8.  C  9  Am.  Rep.  353. 

Baedeen,  J.  1.  Plaintiff  was  a  purchaser  of  the  note  and 
mortgage  in  suit  before  the  same  became  due.  At  the  time 
he  took  the  note,  it  had  upon  the  back  thereof  an  indorse- 
ment, "  Pay  to  the  order  of  Christine  Webster,"  signed  by 
the  defendants.  When  it  was  transferred  to  plaintiff,  Mrs. 
Webster  indorsed  it  blank.  Their  engagement,  in  law,  was 
that  they  would  pay  this  note  at  maturity,  if  the  maker 
failed  to  pay  it  on  demand  and  they  received  due  notice 
thereof.  Charles  v.  Denis^  42  Wis.  56.  It  is  the  same  as 
though  the  contract  had  been  written  in  full  on  the  back  of 
the  note  and  they  had  signed  it.  The  engagement  which 
the  law  implies  is  just  as  sacred  and  inviolable  as  though  it 
had  been  written  out  in  full.  This  being  so,  the  elementary 
principle  that  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  vary  or 
control  its  legal  effect  applies.  This  was  so  decided  in  the 
case  before  cited,  and  is  sustained  by  the  best  judicial  thought 
of  the-  country.  There  being  no  claim  of  fraud  in  securing 
the  indorsement,  the  trial  court  properly  rejected  the  testi- 
mony by  which  it  was  sought  to  establish  the  fact  that  de- 
fendants did  not  intend  to  bind  themselves  as  indorsers. 
The  plaintiff,  being  a  horui  fide  purchaser  for  value  before 
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due,  was  entitled  to  his  note  in  its  full  integrity,  and  in  law 
is  presumed  to  have  relied  upon  all  the  security  he  received. 
It  was  therefore  incompetent  for  defendants  to  show  that 
plaintiff  did  not  rely  upon  defendants'  indorsement. 

2.  As  before  suggested,  when  the  defendants  indorsed  the 
note  they  became  holden  to^pay  the  debt  secured  by  the 
mortgage,  upon  the  conditions  stated.  It  is  in  proof  that  due 
demand  was  made  and  notice  of  the  makers'  default  duly 
given.  Sec.  3156,  Stats.  1898,  provides  that  "  in  all  such  ac- 
tions the  plaintiff  may  in  his  complaint  unite  with  his  claim 
for  a  foreclosure  and  sale  a  demand  for  judgment  for  any 
deficiency  which  may  remain  due  to  the  plaintiff  after  sale 
of  the  mortgaged  premises  against  every  party  who  may  be 
personally  liable  for  the  debt  secured  by  the  mortgage, 
whether  the  mortgagor  or  other  persons,  if  upon  the  same 
contract  which  the  mortgage  is  given  to  secure,  and  judg- 
ment of  foreclosure  and  sale,  and  also  for  any  such  deficiency 
remaining  after  applying  the  proceeds  of  sale  to  the  amount 
adjudged  to  be  due  for  principal,  interest  and  costs,  may  in 
such  cases  be  rendered."  In  construing  this  statute,  this 
court  said  in  Palmeter  v.  Carey ^  63  Wis.  426 :  "  The  statute 
does  not  require  that  the  person  held  liable  in  the  foreclos- 
ure action  for  a  deficiency  must  be  an  original  contractor  of 
the  mortgage  debt.  Doubtless  one  may  become  a  party  to 
it  after  the  indebtedness  has  been  incurred  by  the  mortga- 
gor, as  if  he  indorse  or  guaranty  a  note  secured  by  mortgage 
after  the  execution  of  the  mortgage.  We  think,  in  such 
case,  it  cannot  be  successfully  maintained  that  such  indorser 
or  guarantor  is  not  within  the  statute."  It  was  accordingly 
held  that  a  purchaser  of  the  mortgaged  premises  from  the 
mortgagor,  who,  as  a  part  of  the  purchase  price,  assumed  to 
pay  the  mortgage  debt,  could  be  held  under  a  judgment  for 
a  deficiency.  In  Fond  du  Lac  H.  Co.  v.  Haakms^  51  Wis. 
135,  the  guarantors  of  a  mortgage  debt  were  held  liable 
on  a  personal  judgment  for  any  deficiency  after  sale  of  the 
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mortgaged  property.  The  case  of  CoUrelZ  v.  New  London 
F.  Co.  94  "Wis.  176,  has  no  application  to  the  facts  here  pre- 
sented. In  that  case  the  contesting  defendants  were  guar- 
antors of  the  collection  of  the  debt  secured  by  the  mortgage. 
Their  contract  was  that  they  would  pay  the  debt  in  case  it 
could  not,  by  due  diligence,  be  collected  from  the  mortgagor 
or  made  out  of  the  security.  Such  is  not  the  obligation  of 
the  defendants  in  this  action,  as  before  shown.  Their  en- 
gagement  was  absolute,  and  subject  only  to  the  condition 
that  payment  should  be  demanded  and  due  notice  of  non- 
payment given  them.  Plaintiflf  might  have  maintained  an 
action  at  law  against  these  defendants  upon  their  indorse- 
ment. As  stated  by  Lyon,  J.,  in  the  Pdkiieter  Case:  "  The 
statute  is  purely  remedial  in  its  character.  Its  purpose  is  to 
avoid  circuity  of  action,  by  settling  in  the  foreclosure  suit 
all  the  rights  of  all  the  parties  thereto;  thus  avoiding  the 
necessity  of  another  suit  to  enforce  a  contingent  liability  of 
one  of  such  parties.  '  Ordinarily  a  court  of  equity  will  do 
this  without  the  aid  of  a  statute,  but  in  this  particular  case 
a  statutory  provision  in  aid  of  the  general  power  of  the 
court  seems  to  have  been  thought  necessary,  or  at  least  de- 
sirable. Such  being  the  character  of  the  statute,  it  must 
receive  a  liberal  construction  to  advance  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  enacted."  Under  a  somewhat  similar  statute 
in  Michigan  it  was  decided  that  the  indorsers  of  a  mortgage 
note  which  had  been  duly  protested  for  nonpayment  could 
be  joined  as  defendants  in  a  suit  to  foreclose  the  mortgage, 
and  that  a  judgment  for  a  deficiency  against  them  was 
proper.    Michigam,  State  JBank  v,  Trowbridge^  92  Mich.  217. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court  on  both 
propositions  was  correct. 

By  the  Court —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 
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Philip  Mbtek  Oompant,  Appellant,  vs.  SnBBOYaAN  Chaib 

CoMPAHT,  Eespondent. 

MardhU'-AprilJ^  1899. 
Appeal:  Findings  of  fact 

Findings  of  the  trial  oourt  wiU  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal  unless 
against  the  olear  preponderance  of  the  evidence. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Sheboy- 
gan county :  N.  S.  Gilson,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

Action  to  recover  for  castings  alleged  to  have  been  made 
especially  for  defendant.  The  defendant  had  judgment, 
from  which  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  JBenfey  <&  Benfey^ 
and  oral  argument  by  Theodore  Benfey. 

Francis  Williams^  for  the  respondent. 

Dodge,  J.  No  advantage  can  be  gained  from  a  discussion 
in  the  opinion  of  the  facts  in  this  case.  Suffice  it  to  say 
that,  after  a  careful  examination,  we  do  not  find  any  clear 
preponderance  of  evidence  against  the  finding  of  the  court 
that  "  the  plaintiff  did  not  manufacture  for  the  defendant, 
in  accordance  with  its  order  and  agreement,  the  articles 
sued  for,  and  did  not  deliver  the  same  to  said  defendant  in 
accordance  with  any  agreement  to  purchase  the  same  by 
said  defendant,"  whether  that  finding  is  intended  to  repudi- 
ate the  making  of  an  agreement  in  fact  by  defendant's  fore- 
man, or  his  authority  on  their  behalf.  That  finding  sustains 
the  judgment,  , 

By  the  Court. — Judgment  affirmed. 
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The  Rider-Wallis  Company  and  others,  Eespondents,  vs. 

Fogo  and  another,  Appellants. 

March  U—AprU  ^  1899. 

Insolvency:  Receivers:  Constitutional  law:  Trial  by  jury:  Judicial  power." 

Judge  at  chambers:  Evidence. 

1.  Sec.  1694&,  Stats.  1898,  authorizing  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  for 

the  nonexempt  property  of  an  insolvent  debtor  without  a  determi- 
nation by  a  jury  of  the  existence  of  the  requisite  facts,  is  not  in 
violation  of  sec.  5,  art  I,  Const.,  providing  that  *'the  right  of  trial 
by  jury  shall  remain  inviolate,"  etc.,  since  that  language  relates 
only  to  the  right  as  it  existed  when  the  constitution  was  adopted. 

2.  Even  if  sea  1694&,  Stats.  1898,  is  invalid,  under  sec.  2,  art  VII,  Const, 

so  far  as  it  attempts  to  empower  a  circuit  judge  at  chambers  to 
appoint  a  receiver  of  the  property  of  an  insolvent  debtor,  yet  it  is 
valid  so  far  as  it  vests  such  power  in  the  court 
S.  Under  sec.  16946,  Stats.  1898  (providing  that  upon  petition  by  cred- 
itors of  an  insolvent  debtor  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  the 
court  shall  proceed  summarily  **  to  hear  the  parties  and  receive 
such  evidence  as  may  be  proper,  and  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  court  ** 
that  the  debtor  is  insolvent,  eta,  the  court  shall  appoint  a  reoeiver)^ 
it  is  error  to  appoint  a  receiver  without  evidence,  even  though  the 
debtor  does  not  answer  or  appear  in  the  proceeding. 


Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  Kichland 
county:  Geo.  Clementson,  Circuit  Judge.    Heversed. 

For  the  appellants  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief 
of  JF".  W.  JBumham  and  Fruit  (&  Gordon, 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  H,  M.  Lewis  and 
M,  S,  Dudgeon^  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Dudgeon. 

Cassodat,  0.  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the 
circuit  court  dated  May  31,  1898,  appointing  George  Wul- 
fing  as  receiver  of  all  the  nonexempt  property  of  J.  W.  H. 
Fogo,  pursuant  to  ch.  334,  Laws  of  1897  (sec.  16945,  Stats. 
1898),  made  at  the  hearing  of  an  order  to  show  cause  granted 
by  a  county  judge  April  12, 1898,  based  upon  the  petition  of 
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three  several  creditors  of  Fogo^  and  to  whom  he  owed  debts 
to  the  amount,  in  the  aggregate,  of  $821.94,  cigned  by  such 
creditors,  and  verified  by  their  attorney,  April  8. 1898,  alleg- 
ing, in  effect,  that  they  were  such  creditors;  that  Fogo^s  only 
nonexempt  property  consisted  of  stocks  of  goods  and  mer- 
chandise, and  his  store  furniture,  fixtures,  etc.,  and  credits 
and  accounts;  that  March  26,  1898,  Fogo^  being  insolvent 
and  indebted  to  divers  persons,  among  others  the  State  BanTc 
of  liichland  Center^  to  which  he  was  indebted  $3,057.06,  and 
with  intent  to  give  preference  to  that  bank,  with  his  wife 
executed  and  delivered  to  that  bank  a  chattel  mortgage  upon 
a  portion  of  such  nonexempt  property,  and  duly  filed  the 
mortgage  on  that  day ;  that  at  other  times  within  thirty  days 
prior  to  filing  such  petition  Fogo  committed  certain  other 
acts  of  insolvency,  by  confessing  judgment  and  making  con- 
veyances to  certain  other  creditors  to  secure  preferences. 
The  petition  prayed  for  a  time  and  place  of  hearing,  upon 
notice,  and  that  Fogo  might  be  adjudged  to  have  been  in- 
solvent at  the  time  of  making  the  mortgage,  and  for  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver,  and  that  Fogo  be  directed  to  make 
and  file  an  inventory  of  his  property  and  list  of  his  credit- 
ors, and  for  an  injunction. 

The  order  to  show  cause  having  been  served  on  Fogo  and 
the  State  Bank  of  Richkmd  Center  April  12,  1898,  the  State 
Bank  of  Eic7H<ind  Cent<ir  made  answer  to  such  petition  by 
its  cashier  filing  an  affidavit  stating,  among  other  things,  in 
effect,  that  the  chattel  mortgage  was  given  to  secure  a  bona 
fide  indebtedness  evidenced  by  three  notes  then  actually  due, 
and  for  the  sole  purpose  of  securing  the  payment  thereof; 
that  after  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  mortgage  Fogo^ 
by  agreement  with  the  bank,  sold  goods  from  his  Boscobel 
store  to  the  amount  of  $850,  and  applied  the  proceeds  thereof 
as  so  much  paid  on  such  notes  and  mortgage;  that  after- 
wards, and  before  the  order  to  show  cause,  Fogo  sold  to  the 
bank  all  the  property  covered  by  the  mortgage  in  Richland 
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Center  at  the  agreed  price  of  sixty  per  cent,  of  its  invoice 
price,  and  applied  the  proceeds  thereof  in  payment  and  sat- 
isfaction of  a  part  of  the  balance  dae  on  such  notes  and 
mortgage;  that  the  total  proceeds  of  all  the  property  in- 
cluded in  the  mortgage  had  been  actually  applied  on  such 
indebtedness  of  the  bank;  that  none  of  such  transactions 
were  with  intent  to  evade  the  statutes;  and  that  the  bank 
had  no  knowledge,  at  any  of  the  times  mentioned,  as  to 
whether  Fogo  was  insolvent  or  had  committed  any  other 
acts  of  insolvency.  Fogo  did  not  answer  or  appear  in  the 
proceedings. 

To  such  answer  of  the  bank  the  petitioning  creditors  de- 
murred ore  tenu».  By  the  order  appealed  from  the  court 
sustained  such  demurrer  and  adjudged  that  Fogo  was  an 
insolvent  debtor,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  at  the 
time  of  executing  the  chattel  mortgage,  and  appointed  such 
receiver,  with  directions  to  take  and  recover  all  property 
wrongfully  disposed  of  by  Fogo. 

1.  If  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition  were  all  established 
as  required,  then  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  holding 
that  the  case  came  within  the  letter  of  the  statute  requiring 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver.    Laws  of  1897,  ch.  334  (Stats. 

1898,  sec.  16945).|    We  are  met,  however,  at  the  threshhold 

—  * 

1  Sea  16046,  Stats.  1898,  provides  that  when  any  insolvent  debtor  does 
or  fails  to  do  certain  acts,  by  reason  of  which  one  or  more  of  his  credit> 
ors  obtain  a  preference,  "any  two  or  more  of  his  creditors  holding  and 
owning  debts  or  claims  of  not  less  than  two  himdred  dollars  in  the  ag- 
gregate may  make  a  petition  to  the  circuit  court  or  a  judge  thereof  in 
the  county  or  circuit  where  such  debtor  resides,  if  a  resident  of  this  state, 
and  if  not,  in  any  county  thereof,  setting  forth  therein  such  matters  and 
facts  as  may  be  pertinent,  and  after  notice  given  in  such  manner  as  the 
court  or  judge  may  direct  to  the  debtor  and  creditors  sought  to  be  pre- 
ferred or  to  their  attorney  of  record,  of  the  time  and  place  of  hearing, 
the  court  in  term  time  or  a  judge  in  vacation  shall  proceed  summarily 
upon  such  i)etition  to  hear  the  parties  and  receive  such  evidence  as  may 
be  proper,  and  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  court  or  judge  that  the  debtor  is 
insolvent  and  has  given  a  preference  to  any  of  his  creditors  over  other 
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of  the  discussion,  with  the  objection  that  the  statute  is  in 
violation  of  that  provision  of  our  state  constitution  which 
declares  that  "  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  remain  invio- 
late, and  shall  extend  to  all  cases  at  law  without  regard  to 
the  amount  in  controversy."  Const,  art.  I,  sec.  5.  This 
court  has  uniformly  held  that  this  language  imports  that 
such  right  must  remain  as  it  existed  when  the  constitution 
was  adopted.  Kldn  v,  Valey^ius^  87  Wis.  60,  and  cases  there 
cited.  The  right  is  not  granted  by  the  constitution,  but 
only  secured.  Id.  This  court  has  gone  so  far  as  to  hold 
that  the  legislature  cannot  take  anything  from  the  original 
or.primary  jurisdiction  of  equity  and  give  it  to  the  law,  nor 
the  reverse.  Deery  v.  McGUntoch^  31  Wis.  195.  See,  also, 
Oaimcm  v.  Bond^  15  Wis.  20;  TruToan  v.  McCoUum^  20  Wis. 
360;  CaUcman  v.  Judd^  23  Wis.  343;  Kleim,  v.  ValeriuSy  supra. 
In  considering  the  question  of  jury  trials  in  lien  cases,  Mr. 
Justice  Lyon,  speaking  for  the  court,  said :  *'  It  is  competent 
for  the  legislature,  when  it  ^ives  a  new  remedy,  to  prescribe 
the  procedure  by  which  the  remedy  may  be  enforced.  It 
may  prescribe  a  purely  equitable  or  a  purely  legal  procedure, 
or  it  may  blend  the  two,  as  it  has  done,  conditionally,  in 
the  statute  under  consideration."  Bentley  v,  Davidson^  74 
Wis.  424.  In  England,  by  statutes  relating  to  bankrupts,  a 
Bummary  jurisdiction  was  given  to  the  chancellor.  3  Bl. 
Comm.  428.  Certainly  there  was  no  right  at  common  law 
to  a  jury  trial  in  order  to  adjudge  a  man  a  bankrupt  or  an 
insolvent.  It  has  long  since  been  held  in  Massachusetts, 
under  similar  statutes,  that  "  the  provision  of  the  insolvent 
laws  which  authorizes  the  issuing  of  a  warrant  to  take  pos- 
session of  all  the  estate  of  a  debtor,  on  the  petition  of  a 
creditor,  without  a  trial  by  jury  on  the  facts  alleged  in  the 
petition,  is  constitutional."     O^Neil  v.  Olover^  6  Gray,  144. 

of  his  creditors  or  any  of  them,  or  has  refused  or  neglected  to  make  an 
assignment  of  his  property  as  hereinbefore  provided,  the  court  or  judge 
shaU  appoint  a  receiver,"  etc. 
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A  similar  statute  to  ours  has  been  held  to  be  constitutional 
in  Minnesota.  Weston  v.  Zoyhed,  30  Minn.  221 ;  Wendell  v. 
ZSon,  30  Minn.  234.  A  Michigan  case  is  cited  to  the  con- 
trary, liisser  v.  Iloyt^  53  Mich.  185.  But  only  two  judges 
concurred  in  that  view  of  the  case.  Chief  Justice  Cooley, 
who  was  at  the  time  a  member  of  the  court,  was  manifestly 
of  a  different  opinion;  and  in  a  note  to  his  sixth  edition  of 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.,  he  seems  to  refer  to  it  as  an  excep- 
tional case.    Pages  504,  505.    See,  also.  Rouse  v.  Donovany 

104  Mich.  241. 
The  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  has  repeatedly 

held  that "  a  trial  by  jury  in  suits  at  common  law  pending  in 
the  state  courts  is  not  a  privilege  or  immunity  of  national 
citizenship  which  the  states  are  forbidden  by  the  fourteenth 
amendment  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  to 
abridge."  Walker  v.  Sauvinet,  92  U.  S.  90.  In  that  case 
Chief  Justice  Waite,  speaking  for  the  whole  court,  said : 
"  Due  process  of  law  is  process  due  according  to  the  law  of 
the  land.  This  process  in  the  states  is  regulated  by  the  law 
of  the  state."  Bittenhaua  v.  Johnston,  92  "Wis.  697,  and  cases 
there  cited.  As  stated  by  a  recent  text  writer:  "The guar- 
anty of  due  process  of  law  does  not  require  that  all  trials 
should  be  before  a  jury.  Its  effect  is  not  to  give  the  right 
of  trial  by  jury  in  cases  in  which  it  did  not  exist  when  the 
constitution  was  adopted,  but  only  to  perpetuate  such  right 
in  all  cases  in  which  it  was  a  part  of  the  usual  course  of  ad- 
ministration of  justice  through  the  courts  at  such  time." 
10  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law  (2d  ed.),  305.  In  the  language 
of  a  very  learned  judge,  speaking  for  the  supreme  court  of 
the  United  States:  '^  Conflicting  claims  of  creditors,  amount- 
ing to  thousands  of  dollars,  are  often  settled  by  the  courts 
on  aflBdavits  or  depositions  alone.  And  the  courts  of  chan- 
cery, bankruptcy,  probate,  and  admiralty  administer  im- 
mense fields  of  jurisdiction  without  trial  by  jury.  In  all 
cases  that  kind  of  procedure  is  due  process  of  law  which  is 


r 
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suitable  and  proper  to  the  nature  of  the  case,  and  sanctioned 
by  the  established  customs  and  usages  of  the  courts."  Ms 
parte  WaU,  107  U.  S.  289. 

2.  Counsel  contends  that  the  act  is  in  violation  of  sec.  2, 
art.  YII,  of  our  state  constitution,  in  that  it  vests  judicial 
power  in  a  circuit  judge  at  chambers.  This  court  has  held 
that  a  statute  which  empowered  a  circuit  judge  at  chambers 
to  render  a  valid  judgment  upon  a  frivolous  demurrer  was 
a  valid  enactment.  Clapp  v,  Prestoriy  15  Wis.  543.  See 
some  of  the  cases  cited.  But  we  do  not  feel  called  upon  to 
determine  whether  that  part  of  the  statute  vesting  such  ju- 
dicial power  in  a  circuit  judge  at  chambers  is  or  is  not  valid, 
since  the  order  in  this  case  is  made  by  the  court.  Even  if 
the  act  should  be  held  void  so  far  as  it  undertakes  to  vest 
such  power  in  a  circuit  judge  at  chambers,  still  it  would  bo 
valid  so  far  as  vesting  such  power  in  the  court.  So  far  as 
the  case  before  us  is  concerned,  the  act  is  held  to  be  valid. 

8.  The  statute  provides,  in  effect,  that  "  the  court  shall 
proceed  summarily  upon  such  petition  to  hear  the  parties 
and  receive  such  evidence  as  may  be  proper,  and  if  it  shall 
appear  to  the  court "  that  the  debtor  is  insolvent,  and  has 
given  a  preference,  and  has  refused  or  neglected  to  make  an 
assignment,  the  court  shall  appoint  a  receiver,  etc.  Stats. 
1893,  sec.  169 i5.  Here  no  evidence  was  taken.  Fogo  simply 
made  default.  "We  think  the  statute  clearly  contemplates 
the  taking  of  evidence,  and  that  it  was  error  to  appoint  such 
receiver  without  evidence.  Under  a  similar  statute  it  has 
been  expressly  held  in  Massachusetts  that  "the  facts  stated 
in  a  creditor's  petition  under  the  insolvent  laws  must  be 
proved  by  legal  and  competent  evidence,  and  it  seems  that 
taking  the  testimony  of  a  material  witness  without  oath  or 
affirmation  is  ground  for  setting  aside  the  proceedings."  Mer- 
riam  v.  Sewally  8  Gray,  316;  JSx^  parte  Jordan^  9  Met.  292, 
296;  Steams  v.  Kellogg^  1  Cush.  449.    See  also  Sliove  v.  Mam,ir 
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4owo0y  57  "Wis.  5;  State  exrel.  Smith  v.  Gwylord^  73  Wis.  315; 
Hixon  V.  Eagle  River^  91  Wis.  651. 

By  the  Court —  The  order  of  the  circuit  court  is  reversed, 
and  the  cause  is  remanded  for  further  proceedings  according 
to  law. 


Steoitg,  Appellant,  vs.  Bowes  and  another,  Respondents, 

March  IJ^-^AprU  ^  1899. 

Pledge:  Application  of  payments:  Promissory  notes. 

One  T.,  with  whom  a  note  mdorsod  in  blank  had  been  deposited  for 
safe-keeping,  borrowed  money  from  plaintiff  and  gave  him  said  note 
as  collateral  security,  the  jplaintiff  receiving  the  same  in  good  faith, 
with  no  knowledge  of  any  defect  in  T.'s  title  thereta  When  said 
note  became  due  the  other  collaterals  in  plaintiff's  hands  were  suffi- 
cient in  value  to  discharge  T.'s  indebtedness  to  him,  but  it  had  not 
been  discharged.  Sometime  later  T.  borrowed  a  further  sum  from 
plaintiff,  agreeing  that  aU  the  collaterals  then  in  the  plaintiff^s 
hands  should  be  held  as  security  for  it  as  well  as  for  the  prior  debt. 
Subsequently  the  makers  paid  to  T.  the  amount  of  the  note  and 
took  a  receipt,  T.  claiming  that  the  note  had  been  mislaid  and 
promising  to  send  it  when  found.  T.  became  insolvent,  and  the 
collaterals  were  insufficient  to  pay  his  indebtedness  to  plaintiff. 
Hddy  that  plaintiff  might  apply  the  other  collaterals  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  second  loan  to  T.,  and  hold  the  note  in  question  to  se- 
cure the  first,  for  which  it  was  pledged  before  its  maturity. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Iowa 
county ;  Geo.  Clementson,  Circuit  Judge.    Meversed. 

This  is  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  commenced 
June  25,  1897.  There  is  no  bill  of  exceptions.  The  action 
was  tried  by  the  court,  who  made  findings  of  fact  as  fol- 
lows: 

"  (1)  That  on  the  9th  day  of  March,  1896,  the  defendants 
executed  and  delivered  to  D.  W.  Bowes  their  promissory 
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note  for  $276,  payable  one  year  after  date,  with  interest  at 
seven  per  cent.,  at  Cobb,  "Wisconsin. 

"  (2)  That  the  payee,  D.  W.  Bowes,  shortly  after  the  mak- 
ing of  the  note,  sold  it  to  John  Cox,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  indorsed  it  in  blank. 

"  (3)  That  on  May  12,  1896,  Cox  left  the  note  thus  in- 
dorsed with  Edward  F.  Thomas,  a  merchant  of  Cobb,  for 
safe-keeping  and  collection  when  due. 

"  (4)  That  Thomas  on  the  day  last  named  was  indebted 
to  the  plaintiff,  a  banker  in  Dodgeville,  on  a  note  and  for 
overdrafts,  to  the  amount  of  between  $1,600  and  $1,700,  to 
secure  which  indebtedness  the  plaintiff  held  collateral  which 
Thomas  had  deposited  with  him. 

"  (5)  That  on  May  13,  1896,  Thomas  arranged  with  the 
plaintiff  to  loan  him  (Thomas)  $1,800  more,  and  on  that 
day  he  gave  to  the  plaintiff  his  (Thomas's)  note  for  this  sum, 
payable  one  day  after  date,  the  understanding  at  the  time 
between  the  two  being  that  the  plaintiff  should  furnish  to 
Thomas  money  as  he  might  call  for  it  and  as  he  might  fur- 
nish collateral  therefor,  to  the  amount  of  said  note. 

"(6)  That  by  the  19th  day  of  June,  1896,  all  of  said 
$1,800  had  been  advanced  by  the  plaintiff  to  Thomas  upon 
collateral  security,  a  part  of  which  was  said  note  belonging 
to  Cox,  which  Thomas  had  wrongfully  appropriated  and  in- 
dorsed with  his  name  in  blank  before  he  delivered  it  to  the 
plaintiff,  who  received  it  in  good  faith. 

"  (7)  That  for  a  time  the  securities  received  as  collateral 
for  said  $1,800  note  were  kept  separate  from  the  securities 
held  by  the  plaintiff  for  said  prior  indebtedness,  and,  as  col- 
lections were  made  upon  the  securities,  the  amounts  re- 
ceived were  applied  upon  the  particular  indebtedness  for 
which  they  were  pledged,  but  about  September,  1896,  it  was 
agreed  between  tho  plaintiff  and  Thomas  that  all  the  col- 
lateral securities  should  be  held  by  the  plaintiff  as  security 
for  all  the  indebtedness  of  Thomas  to  him. 
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'"(8)  That  on  March  9,  1897,  the  day  when  the  said 
$275  note  given  by  the  defendants,  and  wrongfully  traiis- 
f erred  by  Thomas  to  the  plaintiff  as  collateral,  became  due, 
the  other  collateral  held  by  him  was  ample  to  pay  all  of  the 
indebtedness  then  owing  to  the  plaintilt  by  Thomas;  and 
before  the  commencement  of  this  action  enough  had  been 
collected,  or  otherwise  realized  thereon,  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  plaintiff,  to  discharge  all  of  Thomas's  indebtedness 
existing  on  that  day,  unless,  by  reason  of  the  subsequent 
transaction  now  to  be  set  forth,  the  plaintiff  might  properly 
itpply,  as  he  did,  a  part  of  what  he  received  on  such  other 
collateral  to  the  discharge  of  a  subsequent  loan  made  to 
Thomas,  and  hold  the  note  in  question  as  collateral  for  what 
would  remain  due  upon  said  $1,800  note,  after  applying  to- 
wards its  payment  the  proceeds  of  said  other  collateral,  less 
the  part  thereof  taken  to  discharge  said  subsequent  indebt- 
edness. 

"  (9)  That  forty-one  days  after  said  note  became  due  — 
that  is,  on  April  19, 1897  —  Thomas  borrowed  of  the  plaint- 
iff $280,  for  which  Thomas  gave  the  plaintiff  his  note.  At 
the  time  this  last  loan  was  made  it  was  agreed  between 
Thomas  and  the  plaintiff  that  the  latter  should  hold  all  of 
the  collateral,  including  the  note  in  suit,  for  the  payment  of 
this  $280  note,  as  well  as  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  previ- 
ous indebtedness. 

"(10)  That  on  April  30,  1897,  the  defendants  went  to 
Thomas  at  his  store  in  Cobb,  supposing  that  their  note,  which 
Cox  had  left  with  him  for  collection,  was  in  his  possession, 
and  paid  to  him  the  amount  due  thereon,  and  demanded  the 
note.  Thomas  told  them  that  he  had  mislaid  it,  but  would 
find  and  hand  it  to  them,  and  for  the  present  would  give 
them  a  receipt  showing  that  it  was  paid.  This  satisfied 
them.  "Whether  Thomas  paid  over  to  Cox  the  money  the  de- 
fendants paid  him  on  the  note  the  testimony  does  not  show. 

"  (11)  That  the  collateral  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  plaint- 


Wis.]  JANUAEY  TEEM,  1899.  545 

Strong  vs.  Bowes  and  another. 

iflf  by  Thomas,  including  said  note  given  by  the  defendants, 
proved  insuJBcient  to  pay  the  indebtedness  of  Thomas  to 
the  plaintiff,  including  said  note  of  $280,  made  April  19, 
189Y,  by  $167.55,  and  it  is  to  recover  this  sum  on  their  said 
note  that  this  action  is  brought  against  the  defendants. 

"(12)  That  in  May,  1897,  Thomas  failed  in  business,  and 
was  found  to  be  deeply  insolvent." 

Upon  these  facts  judgment  for  the  defendants  was  ren- 
dered, and  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

ALdro  Jenka^  for  the  appellant. 

J.  P.  Smdker,  for  the  respondents. 

WiNSLow,  J.  It  is  conceded  that  the  plaintiff  acquired  a 
good  title  to  the  note  in  suit,  and  the  right  to  hold  the  same 
as  collateral  security  for  the  repayment  of  the  $1,800  loaned 
by  the  plaintiff  to  Thomas  under  the  agreement  of  May  13, 
1896,  because  said  note  was  then  indorsed  in  blank  by  the 
owner,  and  in  the  possession  of  Thomas,  and  received  by  the 
plaintiff  in  good  faith,  with  no  knowledge  of  any  defect  in 
the  title  of  Thomas  thereto.  This  being  the  case,  we  agree 
with  plaintiff's  counsel  that  the  controlling  question  in  the 
case  is  simply  a  question  of  application  of  payments.  A  con- 
siderable amount  of  other  collaterals  were  held  by  the  plaint- 
iff as  security  for  the  $1,800  loan.  On  March  9, 1897,  when 
the  note  in  suit  fell  due,  the  other  collaterals  in  plaintiff's 
handcj  were  suiflcient  in  value  to  discharge  the  $1,800  debt, 
but  it  had  not  been  discharged.  April  19,  1897,  Thomas 
borrowed  $280  more  of  the  plaintiff  upon  his  note,  and  agreed 
that  all  the  collaterals  then  in  plaintiff's  hands  should  be 
held  as  security  for  it.  It  may  be  conceded  that  this  agree- 
ment could  not  affect  the  note  in  suit,  because  it  was  then 
past  due,  but  this  did  not  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  apply- 
ing the  other  collaterals  which  he  held  to  pay  the  $280  note, 
and  holding  the  note  in  suit  to  secure  the  indebtedness  of 

$1,800,  for  which  it  was  rightfully  pledged.    This  is  what 
Vol.  103—85 
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the  court  finds  was  done,  and  this  the  plaintiff  manifestly 
had  a  perfect  right  to  do.  By  so  doing  he  has  simply  en- 
forced his  admitted  right  to  hold  the  note  as  collateral  for 
the  $1,800  debt,  which  right  he  acquired  on  the  19th  of  June, 
1896. 

By  the  Court, — Judgment  reversed,  and  action  remanded 
with  directions  to  enter  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  in  accord- 
ance with  this  opinion. 


Jaevis,  Eespondent,  vs.  Northwestern  Mutual  Belief  As- 
sociation, Appellant. 

March  U—AprU  4, 1899. 

Insurance:  Permanent  disability:  Amendment  of  pleading:  "  Dtie  proof  ** 
of  claim:  Additional  causes  of  disability:  Appeal:  Findings. 

1.  In  an  action  on  an  insurance  contract  to  recover  for  an  incurable 

disability  x)ermanentiy  incapacitating  the  assured  to  i)erform  man- 
ual labor,  where  the  complaint  alleged  paralysis  as  the  cause  of 
such  disability,  it  was  proper  to  permit  an  amendment  alleging 
disease  of  the  heart  and  nervous  system  as  additional  causes,  al- 
though the  claim  filed  with  the  insurer  had  stated  the  cause  of  the 
disability  as  paralysis  only,  and  the  contract  barred  all  claims  not 
filed  within  six  months  of  the  maturity  of  the  contract. 

2.  "  Due  proof  '*  of  a  claim,  required  by  an  insurance  contract,  means 

such  a  statement  of  facts,  reasonably  verified,  as,  if  established,  in 
court,  would  prima  fade  require  payment  of  the  claim;  and  the 
statement  of  one  adequate  fact  in  the  proofs  wiU  not  exclude  others 
omitted  through  mistake  or  ignorance. 
&  Where  the  evidence  is  conflicting  fair  doubts  are  to  be  resolved  in 
favor  of  the  conclusions  of  the  trial  court,  and  its  findings  will 
not  be  disturbed  unless  against  the  clear  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
dence. 

.  Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Crawford 
county:  Geo.  Clementson,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 
Action  on  an  insurance  contract  to  recover  a  sum  stipa- 
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lated  to  be  paid  to  the  assured  in  case  of  an  incurable  disa- 
bility rendering  him  permanently  incapacitated  to  perform 
any  and  all  manual  labor.  Proof  of  the  claim  was  required 
to  be  filed  with  the  assurer  sixty  days  before  the  maturity 
of  the  contract.  The  complaint  stated  all  facts  requisite  to 
a  recovery,  alleging,  as  the  cause  of  the  disability,  paralysis. 
The  answer  put  in  issue  all  allegations  as  to  the  incurability 
of  plaintiff's  disability.  Near  the  close  of  the  trial  the  court 
allowed  the  complaint  to  be  amended  by  alleging  disease  of 
the  heart  and  of  the  nervous  system  as  causes  of  plaintiff's 
disability,  in  addition  to  paralysis.  Defendant's  counsel  ob- 
jected to  the  amendment  on  the  ground  that  all  claims  under 
the  insurance  contract  not  filed  in  writing  within  six  months 
after  the  maturity  of  the  contract,  except  in  case  of  matu- 
rity by  limitation,  were  barred  by  its  terms. 

As  the  case  was  submitted  for  decision,  the  only  disputed 
fact  was  as  to  whether  plaintiff,  at  the  time  stated  in  the 
complaint  and  down  to  the  time  of  the  trial,  was  affected 
with  an  incurable  malady  rendering  him  totally  incapable 
of  performing  manual  labor.  That  question  was  found  in 
plaintiff's  favor,  and  that  the  disability  was  caused  by  paraly- 
sis and  by  disease  of  the  heart  and  of  the  nervous  system. 
The  conclusion  of  law  followed,  that  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  judgment,  which  was  rendered  accordingly,  and  from 
which  this  appeal  was  taken. 

Fra/nh  E,  Parkinson^  for  the  appellant,  contended,  mi&r 
aliaj  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  set  out  in  his  proofs  of 
loss  all  his  infirmities,  paralysis  and  heart  disease.  Lycom- 
i/ng  Co.  M.  Ins,  Co.  v.  Updegraff^  40  Pa.  St.  311 ;  Beatty  v, 
I/ycoTJvmg  Co.  M.  Ins.  Co.  06  Pa.  St.  9;  Blakdey  v.  Phoenix 
Ins.  Co.  20  Wis.  255 ;  Towne  v.  8prvn^l4  F.  Ins.  Co.  145 
Mass.  582;  O'Brien  v.  Cornmercial  F.  Ins.  Co.  63  N.  T.  108, 
112 ;  Maher  v.  Eihernia  Ins.  Co.  67  N.  T.  283, 288.  He  must 
set  them  all  out  and  set  them  out  truly.  ShaUow  v.  Salem^ 
136  Mass.  136.    Where  the  proofs  set  out  one  matter  which 
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is  defensible  and  on  which  the  company  has  relied  and  based 
its  defense,  the  plaintiff  is  bound  and  cannot  set  up  a  new 
matter  on  the  trial.  Cooke,  Life  Ins.  §  119;  CampbdL  v. 
Charter  Oak  K  cfe  M.  In%.  Co,  10  Allen,  213;  Irving  v. 
Excelsior  F.  Ins.  Co.  1  Bosw.  507;  Insurcmce  Co.  v.  Newton^ 
22  Wall.  32;  Cluff  v.  Mut.  B.  L.  Ins.  Co.  99  Mass.  317; 
FhUlips  V.  N.  T.  L.  Ins.  Co.  9  K  T.  Supp.  836. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  0.  B.  Thomas  and 
W.  S.  Manning^  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Thomas. 

Maeshall,  J.  Appellant's  assignments  of  error  requirinjg 
notice,  though  five  in  number  and  several  of  them  subdivided, 
may  be  properly  stated  as  two:  (1)  Did  the  court  err  in 
granting  the  amendment  to  the  complaint,  alleging  other 
causes  for  plaintiff's  disability  than  paralysis  ?  and  (2)  Is  the 
finding  of  fact,  on  the  subject  of  permanent  disability  inca- 
pacitating plaintiff  from  performing  any  manual  labor,  con- 
trary to  the  clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence? 

The  ground  of  objection  to  the  amendment  was  that  the 
articles  of  organization  of  the  company  barred  all  claims  for 
benefits  not  filed  in  writing  with  the  secretary  of  the  com- 
pany within  six  months  after  maturity  of  the  certificate  other 
than  maturity  by  limitation.  That  was  also  a  part  of  the  rules 
and  regulations  attached  to  and  made  a  part  of  the  insurance 
contract.  We  fail  to  see  how  that  affected  the  question  of 
the  propriety  of  the  amendment  alleging  additional  facts  in 
support  of  a  claim  seasonably  filed.  The  filing  of  the  claim  in 
writing  was  admitted.  The  foundation  of  the  claim  was  total 
disability  to  perform  manual  labor.  The  amendment  broad- 
ened out  the  alleged  cause  of  the  disability.  That  was  all.  It 
was  not  a  new  claim,  but  additional  facts  in  support  of  the 
old  claim.  The  material  thing  was  total  incapacity  to  perform 
manual  labor  because  of  an  incurable  disability.  A  mistake  in 
the  real  cause  of  the  disability  was  by  no  means  fatal  to  the 
claim,  there  being  nothing  in  the  insurance  contract  indicat- 
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ing  any  such  result.  The  idea  of  appellant's  counsel  seems  to 
be  that,  if  the  conditions  requisite  to  the  maturity  of  the  con- 
tract existed  and  prima  facie  proof  of  them  was  made  assign- 
ing an  adequate  cause  therefor,  a  mistake  as  to  the  cause  was 
fatal  to  a  recovery.  Such  a  construction  of  the  insurance  con- 
tract would  be  exceedingly  unreasonable, —  would  add,  we 
may  say,  something  not  found  in  the  language  used  in  the  con- 
tract by  any  rational  construction  of  it,  and  would  be  contrary 
to  all  authority  on  the  question.  The  contract  required  due 
proof  of  the  claim.  That  gave  the  assurer,  necessarily,  author- 
ity to  require  reasonable  proof  of  the  existence  of  the  condi- 
tions upon  which  the  claim  against  the  company  under  the 
contract  was  based.  The  term  *'  due  proof  "  did  not  require 
any  particular  form  of  proof  which  the  assurer  might  arbi- 
trarily demand,  but  such  a  statement  of  facts,  reasonably 
verified,  as,  if  established  in  court,  y^oxjlA  prima  facie  require 
payment  of  the  claim.  The  statement  of  one  adequate  fact 
in  the  proofs  did  not  exclude  others  omitted  through  mistake 
or  ignorance.  The  same  rule  applies  as  in  case  of  a  life  or 
fire  policy.  In  the  former,  death  is  the  essential  thing.  As- 
signing in  good  faith  a  wrong  cause  of  death,  in  the  proof  of 
the  maturity  of  the  policy,  is  not  binding  on  the  beneficiary. 
So,  under  a  fire  policy,  loss  by  fire  is  the  main  thing  j  but 
assigning  in  good  faith  a  wrong  cause  for  the  fire  in  the 
proof  does  not  preclude  a  recovery  or  militate  against  proof 
of  other  causes  being  produced  on  the  trial  under  proper 
pleadings.  It  is  uniformly  held  that "  due  proof  "  calls  only 
for  such  as  the  law  will  pronounce  reasonable  and  satisfac- 
tory. This  is  well  illustrated  in  Insurance  Go.  v.  Rodel^  95 
TJ.  S.  232,  where  the  requirement  in  the  life  policy  was  that 
the  beneficiary  should  furnish  satisfactory  evidence  of  death 
and  of  the  justice  of  the  claim  of  the  assured,  and  excepted 
f^om  the  risk  death  of  the  assured  by  his  own  hand.  The 
proof  showed  that  the  death  of  the  assured  occurred  that 
way  without  suggesting  that  he  was  insane  at  the  time.    It 
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was  insisted  by  the  insurance  company  that  there  could  be 
no  recovery  because  the  proof  did  not  show  the  existence 
of  facts  rendering  the  company  liable  notwithstanding  the 
assured  died  by  his  own  hand.  The  court,  by  Mr.  Justice 
Beadley,  said  in  substance  that  proof  of  the  death  of  the 
assured,  called  for  by  the  insurance  contract,  did  not  require 
a  statement  of  the  cause  of  death,  and  that  even  the  state- 
ment of  a  cause  which  jprima  facie  exempted  the  company 
from  liability  was  not  fatal  to  an  action  on  the  policy;  that 
where  proof  of  death  was  made  and  it  was  not  objected  to 
by  the  company,  the  call  for  proofs  under  the  contract  was 
satisfied  though  they  disclosed  facts  by  which  the  insurer 
could  avoid  the  policy  by  a  defense  to  an  action  on  it,  and 
that  the  beneficiary  could  recover  if  the  essential  fact  of 
death  existed  and  came  about  by  a  cause  rendering  the  com- 
pany liable,  though  such  cause  was  not  fully  stated  in  the 
proof;  that  though  the  proofs  showed  the  existence  of  facts 
suggesting  to  the  company  the  propriety  of  refusing  pay- 
ment and  standing  suit,  that  was  no  bar  to  the  bringing  of  a 
suit,  otherwise  no  suit  could  be  brought  until  the  parties  had 
gone  through  an  extrajudicial  investigation  resulting  favor- 
ably to  the  assured.  To  the  same  effect  is  Buffalo  L.  T,  <& 
S.  D.  Co.  V.  Knights  Templar  cfe  M.  M.  A.  Asso.  126  K  T. 
450,  where  the  language  of  the  insurance  contract  called  for 
satisfactory  •proofs  of  death,  and  it  was  held  that  a  correct 
statement  of  the  cause  of  death  was  not  required ;  that  the 
beneficiary  performed  his  legal  obligation  when  he  furnished 
due  proof  of  the  fact  of  death.  Further  on  the  same  subject 
is  Conn.  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  SchwenJc^  94  TJ.  S.  593,  where 
it  was  held  that  an  incorrect  statement  of  fact  in  proofs  of 
loss  made  in  good  faith  does  not  estop  the  beneficiary  from 
proving  the  truth  under  proper  pleadings,  when  a  correct 
statement  of  the  facts  in  the  proofs  of  loss  is  not  a  condition 
precedent  to  a  recovery  on  the  policy.  Doubt  is  expressed  as 
to  that  even  being  sufficient  to  work  a  forfeiture.    For  fur- 
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ther  discussion  of  the  subject,  see  Bachmeyer  v,  Mut,  H.  F. 
L.  Asso.  87  Wis.  325 ;  Parker  v.  Amazon  Ins.  Co,  34:  Wis. 
363;  Beach,  Ins.  §§  1227, 1228;  Joyce,  Ins.  §  3319,  and  cases 
cited. 

It  will  be  noted  that  in  the  insurance  contract  in  this  case 
there  is  no  requirement  except  that  due  proof  of  the  claim 
shall  be  filed,  and  no  language  forfeiting  the  right  of  re- 
covery for  failure  to  comply  with  the  requirement  as  to  such 
proof,  and  in  fact  no  requirement  on  the  subject  of  proof 
except  that  giving  the  company  the  right  to  demand  reason- 
able proof  of  the  maturity  of  the  claim,  which,  of  course,  as 
before  indicated,  required  plaintiff  to  conform  to  the  reason- 
able rules  of  the  company  by  stating  in  good  faith  the  true 
situation.  So  far  as  the  evidence  goes  in  this  case,  all  those 
requirements  seem  to  have  been  complied  with.  It  does  not 
appear  that  plaintiff  knew  anything  about  the  real  cause  of 
his  disability  at  the  time  he  made  his  proofs,  other  than  that 
he  was  suffering  from  paralysis. 

It  follows  that,  on  reason  and  authority,  the  trial  court 
correctly  ruled  that  the  additional  facts  in  respect  to  plaint- 
iff's disability  might  be  pleaded  by  way  of  amendment  on 
the  trial,  subject  to  the  right  of  defendant  to  call  witnesses 
as  to  such  facts  and  to  a  continuance  for  the  purpose  if  nec- 
essary. It  follows  also  that  evidence  in  regard  to  the  addi- 
tional reasons  for  plaintiff's  disability  was  properly  received, 
and  that  the  facts  in  that  regard  were  properly  considered 
in  determining  whether  plaintiff  was  totally  disabled  from 
performing  manual  labor  within  the  meaning  of  the  contract 
of  insurance  at  the  time  his  claim  against  the  defendant  was 
filed  and  down  to  the  time  of  the  trial. 

On  the  question  of  whether  the  finding  of  the  trial  judge, 
as  to  whether  plaintiff  was  incurably  disabled  from  perform- 
ing manual  labor  as  alleged,  is  contrary  to  the  clear  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence,  the  conclusion  must  be  in  the  negative. 
A  careful  consideration  of  the  evidence  satisfies  us  that  it 
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fairly  supports  the  finding.  As  has  often  been  said,  a  trial 
judge  has  such  superior  advantages  for  elucidating  the  truth 
from  evidence  produced  before  him,  over  appellate  courts 
that  do  not  hear  the  witnesses  testify,  that  the  presumptions 
are  in  favor  of  his  conclusions,  and  such  presumptions  must 
prevail  unless  the  weight  of  evidence  be  manifestly  the  other 
way.  In  saying  that  it  is  not  intended  to  carry  with  it  any 
indication  that  evidence  is  not  examined  here  with  all  the 
care  requisite  to  an  original  decision,  so  far  as  the  circum- 
stances will  reasonably  permit  that  to  be  done;  but  such 
circumstances  are  so  inferior  to  those  enjoyed  by  the  judge 
who  sees  the  witnesses  and  hears  them  testify  that  fair 
doubts  are  resolved  in  favor  of  his  conclusions  as  the  method 
best  calculated  to  effectuate  justice  with  reasonable  cer- 
tainty. 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 
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March  16— April  ^  1899. 

Appeal:  Findings:  Absolute  deed  or  mortgagef 

A  finding  of  the  trial  court  that  a  deed  absolute  in  form  was  intended 
as  an  absolute  conveyance  and  not  as  a  conveyance  by  way  of  ser 
curity  is  held  to  be  against  the  clear  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
dence. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  La  Crosse 
county :  O.  B.  "Wyman,  Circuit  Judge.    JSeversed. 

On  November  26, 1895,  the  defendant  Catherine  Nevibv/rg 
was,  and  for  a  long  time  prior  thereto  had  been,  the  owner 
and  in  possession  of  the  premises  described  in  the  complaint. 
At  that  time  the  land  was  incumbered  by  six  mortgages* 
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The  two  junior  mortgages  —  one  for  $500,  and  the  other  for 
$1,000  —  were  held  by  the  plaintiff  to  secure  him  against 
liability  on  certain  Lotes  indorsed  by  him  for  the  defend- 
ants. The  mortgage  debts  against  the  land  at  that  time, 
with  back  taxes,  amounted  to  about  $4,000.  On  the  date 
above  mentioned,  the  parties  met  in  the  office  of  Mr.  Daniels, 
an  attorney,  and  a  deed  for  the  premises  to  plaintiff  was 
drawn  up,  and  executed  by  defendants.  "Whether  it  was 
delivered  on  that  day,  or  the  next,  is  one  of  the  disputed 
facts  in  the  case.  On  ITovember  27th  the  parties  again  ap- 
peared at  the  attorney's  office,  and  the  plaintijff  then  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  to  the  defendant  CaiK&rins  a  land  con- 
tract, by  the  terms  of  which  she  bound  herself  to  pay  plaintiff 
the  sum  of  $4,000,  with  seven  per  cent,  interest,  payable 
annually,  in  annual  instalments  of  $500  each,  besides  the 
taxes  on  the  land.  Upon  such  payments  being  made,  plaint- 
iff agreed  to  convey  the  land  to  her,  clear  of  all  legal  claims, 
except  taxes.  Payments  were  not  made  as  agreed.  The 
plaintiff  then  brought  this  action  to  foreclose  the  land  con- 
tract. 

The  defendants  answered  by  way  of  counterclaim,  to  the 
effect  that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  take  up  and  assume  the 
mortgage  debts  on  the  farm,  take  a  deed  for  the  same,  and 
hold  it,  allowing  the  defendant  Catherine  to  repay  the 
amount  thereof  at  the  rate  of  $500  annually,  and,  upon  such 
payments  being  made,  to  reconvey  the  land.  The  defend- 
ants admitted  failure  to  pay  certain  taxes  and  the  first  in- 
stalment due  on  the  contract.  Their  demand  for  relief  was 
that  the  deed  be  declared  a  mortgage. 

The  court  found  that  the  deed  mentioned  was  fully  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  on  November  26, 1895;  that  $4,000  was 
the  full  value  of  the  land,  and  a  fair  consideration  for  the 
sale  of  the  same ;  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties 
that  the  deed  should  be  an  absolute  conveyance  of  the 
premises;  that  the  contract  to  convey  the  lands  correctly 
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stated  the  intention  of  the  parties;  and  that  it  was  not  the 
intention  to  create  a  mortgage  by  the  deed  and  land  con- 
tract. He  also  found  that  defendants  were  in  default  under 
the  contract,  and  directed  a  judgment  of  strict  foreclosure. 
The  defendants  appeal  from  the  judgment  so  entered. 

After  the  case  reached  this  court  the  plaintiff  died  and 
the  action  was  revived  in  the  name  of  his  executrix.  The 
word  "  plaintiff  '^  in  the  opinion  refers  to  the  deceased. 

John,  A.  Dcmiels^  for  the  appellants. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Winter^  Esch  <& 
Winter^  and  oral  argument  by  W.  O.  Winter. 

Bardeen,  J.  The  main  controversy  is  whether  the  trans- 
action between  the  parties  was  an  absolute  sale  of  the  land 
or  in  effect  a  mortgage.  The  principle  has  long  been  es- 
tablished and  frequently  recognized,  in  this  court,  that  oral 
evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  deed  absolute  on  its 
face  was  in  fact  executed  as  security  for  a  debt,  and  was 
therefore  a  mortgage.  Plato  v.  Hoe^  14  Wis.  453;  Sweet  v. 
Mitchell^  15  Wis.  641 ;  Kent  v.  Agard^  24  Wis.  378 ;  Ragan 
V.  Sirrvpaon^  27  Wis.  355 ;  Nightingale  v.  Barena^  47  Wis.  389 ; 
Ldmson  v.  Moffat^  61  Wis.  153.  An  expression  frequently 
used  in  the  cases  is  "that  whenever  property  is  transferred, 
no  matter  in  what  form  or  by  what  conveyance,  as  the  mere 
security  for  a  debt,  the  transferee  takes  merely  as  a  mort- 
gagee, and  has  no  other  rights  or  remedies  than  the  law 
accords  to  mortgagees."  Hoile  v.  Bailey ^  58  Wis.  434;  StarJet 
V,  Bedjieldy  52  Wis.  349 ;  Howe  v.  Oa/rpentery  49  Wis.  697 ; 
Merchants^  cfe  M.  S.  Bank  v.  Lovejoy^  84  Wis.  601 ;  Schriber 
<o.  Le  CUir,  66  Wis.  579. 

There  are  a  few  facts  in  this  case  upon  which  all  parties 
agree.  Briefly,  they  may  be  stated  as  follows:  That  the 
defendant  Cathervne  Newburg  was  the  owner  of  the  land  in 
question,  and  in  possession  thereof,  and  that  plaintiff  has 
never  had  possession ;  that  the  land  was  incumbered  by  at 
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least  six  mortgages,  the  plaintiff  holding  the  two  junior  secu- 
rities; that  the  debts  against  the  property  on  November  26, 
1895,  amounted  to  about  $4,000 ;  that  some  of  the  mortgagees 
were  pressing  payment;  that  the  deed  under  which  plaintiff 
claims  bears  date  November  26, 1895,  and  the  land  contract 
on  the  following  day;  that  both  the  deed  and  contract  event- 
ually came  to  the  hands  of  the  parties  entitled  thereto;  that 
plaintiff  has  paid  about  $2,200  of  the  indebtedness  against 
the  farm ;  that  he  purchased  the  Johnson  note  and  mortgage 
after  he  received  the  deed,  and  took  an  assignment  thereof 
to  himself,  instead  of  having  the  same  satisfied;  and  that  he 
still  holds  said  mortgage  and  note  and  has  not  delivered  any 
of  the  securities  or  notes  he  has  paid  to  the  defendants. 
These  are  undisputed  facts. 

Upon  the  disputed  questions  in  the  case  the  court  held 
with  the  plaintiff;  and,  unless  we  can  say  that  the  evidence 
is  clear  that  it  was  the  real  intention  of  the  parties  that  the 
transaction  was  to  be  a  mortgage,  his  findings  ought  not  to 
be  disturbed.    Becker  v.  Howard^  75  Wis.  415. 

There  was  a  sharp  conflict  in  the  testimony  as  to  just  what 
occurred  in  Mr.  Daniels's  oflQce  at  the  time  the  deed  was 
drawn.  Both  defendants  and  the  scrivener  say  the  deed  was 
drawn  and  executed  on  the  26th,  but  not  delivered;  that 
after  the  deed  was  drawn  the  plaintiff  said  he  did  not  believe 
he  would  close  the  matter  up  then,  as  he  wanted  to  see  how 
much  there  was  due  on  the  paper  he  had  indorsed ;  that  he 
went  home,  and  the  parties  came  back  the  next  day,  when 
the  deal  was  consummated,  and  both  deed  and  contract  were 
then  delivered.  Plaintiff  swears  that  the  deed  was  delivered 
on  the  26th,  and  that  the  contract  was  an  afterthought,  and 
made  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  with  defendants  after 
the  deed  was  delivered.  He  does  say,  however,  "  I  refused 
to  sign  the  deed  in  Daniels's  office  on  the  26th,  and  said 
I  wanted  to  look  the  matter  up  and  find  out  how  much  New- 
hurg  was  owing  me."    Just  what  he  meant  by  saying,  "I 
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refused  to  sign  the  deed,"  is  not  clear,  Jput  the  fact  that  he 
wanted  to  find  out  how  his  account  stood  with  Newburg  is 
confirmatory  of  Daniels's  statement  that  the  transaction  was 
not  closed  on  the  26th.  Plaintiff's  bookkeeper  testified  that, 
to  the  best  of  his  recollection,  the  deed  was  delivered  to 
plaintiff  on  the  26th,  and  put  in  the  safe. 

When  viewed  in  the  light  of  the  surrounding  circumstances, 
we  are  quite  clear  that  the  finding  of  the  court  is  against  the 
clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence.  Mr.  Daniels  is  positive 
that  he  kept  the  deed  himself  over  night,  and  that  both  deed 
and  contract  were  delivered  together.  His  testimony  is  also 
quite  clear  and  satisfactory  as  to  what  transpired  in  his  oflSce, 
leading  up  to  the  execution  and  delivery  of  these  papers. 
The  conclusion  is  almost  irresistible  that  plaintiff  was  to 
take  up  the  indebtedness  against  the  land  and  allow  the  de- 
fendants to  pay  him  back  at  the  rate  of  $500  per  year.  The 
plaintiff's  acts  are  consistent  with  this  theory,  and  utterly 
inconsistent  with  any  other  theory.  If  he  did  come,  as  he 
claims,  to  be  the  absolute  owner  of  this  farm,  why  should 
he  take  an  assignment  of  the  Johnson  mortgage  ?  Speaking 
of  the  notes  he  had  indorsed  and  the  mortgage  he  had  paid, 
he  said:  "  I  was  to  keep  them,  or  could  keep  them,  until  the 
time  when  the  contract  became  a  deed."  And  again :  "  I 
have  taken  an  assignment  of  the  Johnson  mortgage  to  my- 
self. I  was  willing  to  deliver  up  these  notes  that  I  had  paid, 
at  any  time  when  the  contract  and  everything  was  settled." 
If  he  had  made  an  absolute  purchase  of  this  land  upon  the 
consideration  that  he  was  to  pay  the  claims  against  it,  there 
was  nothing  to  be  settled,  in  that  respect.  All  parties  agree 
that  they  had  figured  up  the  amount  of  these  outstanding 
debts,  and  that  they  amounted  to  the  sum  mentioned  as  the 
consideration  in  the  deed,  and  also  in  the  contract  to  recon- 
vey.  The  principle  recognized  in  the  authorities  is  that  once 
a  mortgage  always  a  mortgage.  Hunter  v.  Maaiiunij  78 
Wis.  656.    So,  when  the  parties'  acts  are  only  consistent 
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with  the  theory  of  the  continued  existence  of  the  mortgage 
debt,  that  fact  is  bound  to  have  considerable  persuasive  force 
in  passing  upon  oral  disputes.  "We  are  therefore  unable  to 
reconcile  the  plaintiff's  conduct  with  his  statement  of  what 
the  transaction  really  was.  We  are  convinced  that  the  court's 
findings  are  contrary  to  the  intentions  of  the  parties,  and 
contrary  to  the  actual  fact.  The  deed,  though  absolute  in 
form,  was  a  conveyance  by  way  of  security,  and  therefore 
necessarily  a  mortgage.  The  contract,  although  purporting 
to  be  a  contract  of  purchase,  was  merely  a  defeasance  of  the 
contemporaneous  deed.  Plaintiff's  rights  in  the  premises 
are  no  greater  than  those  of  a  mortgagee,  and  as  such  he 
must  enforce  them.  The  defendants  having  set  up  the  facts 
in  their  answer,  and  admitting  themselves  to  be  in  default, 
there  seems  to  be  no  good  reason  why  full  and  adequate 
relief  may  not  be  granted  in  this  action.  The  judgment  of 
the  circuit  court  will  therefore  be  reversed,  and  the  case  re- 
manded with  directions  to  enter  the  usual  judgment  of  fore- 
closure and  sale  as  provided  in  cases  of  mortgages. 
By  the  Court. —  So  ordered. 
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UoToh,  IS-^  April  4, 1899. 
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1«  Although  the  requirements  of  oh.  170,  R  S.  1878,  in  respect  to  an  in-  ' 

solvent  debtor  seeking  a  discharge  from  his  debts  literally  relate 
only  to  the  procedure,  namely  the  filing  of  the  necessary  pai)er8, 
etc.,  yet  under  the  provision  of  sea  4300,  that  an  assignment  shaU 
be  directed  if  it  shall  appear  that  the  insolvent  "has  in  aU  respects 
conformed  to  the  matters  required  of  him  in  this  chapter,"  not  only 
the  filing  of  the  papers  should  be  shown  but  also  the  existence  of 
the  facts  required  to  be  stated  therein. 
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2l  The  burden  of  proof  is  at  all  times  upon  the  debtor  in  such  a  case, 
and  the  court  is  entitled  to  the  utmost  frankness  and  the  fullest 
explanation  before  it  can  be  satisfied  of  the  material  facts,  espe- 
cially if  any  suspicious  circumstances  appear. 

8.  The  uncorroborated  testimony  of  the  debtor  in  such  a  case,  that  he 
was  a  physician  and  commenced  practice  in  1891 ;  that  his  business 
had  been  prosperous,  so  that  up  to  1896,  the  year  after  a  claim  for 
malpractice  was  made  against  him,  he  had  not  only  supported  his 
family  and  accumulated  reasonable  library  and  apparatus,  but  had 
built  an  expensive  homestead  costing  some  $4^800,  and  had  paid 
over  to  his  wife  some  $2,000  claimed  to  have  been  borrowed  of  her; 
and  that  at  the  time  of  his  petition,  but  a  little  more  than  a  year 
tliereafter,  he  had  absolutely  nothing  except  a  list  of  accounts  worth 
but  |100  or  f200,  is  held  insufficient  to  warrant  his  discharge,  espe- 
cially when  discredited  by  the  facts  that  he  ceased  to  keep  a  bank 
account  almost  immediately  after  the  rendition  of  a  large  verdict 
against  him  on  the  claim  for  malpractice;  that  he  kept  none  there- 
after, although  one  was  kept  by  his  wife;  that  no  explanation 
whatever  was  given  of  the  disx)osal  of  his  professional  income  since 
that  time;  that  he  accounted  for  the  loss  of  his  case  book  in  which 
charges  for  professional  services  were  made  by  the  improbable 
story  that  it  had  been  stolen,  and  testified  that  the  inventory  of  125 
debtors  owing  for  professional  services  was  made  from  memory  after 
the  alleged  theft 

4  It  is  better  practice  imder  ch.  179,  R  S.  1878,  for  the  insolvent  debtor 
to  comply  with  the  letter  of  the  statute  and  schedule  "all  his  es- 
tate," including  exempt  property,  even  if  it  is  not  absolutely  neces- 
sary to  include  the  exempt  property. 

&  The  decision  of  the  trial  courts  if  supported  by  the  evidence,  will  not 
be  reversed  for  want  of  findings  of  fact,  especially  in  a  special  pro- 
ceeding. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circuit  court  for  La  Crosse 
county :  O.  B.  Wtman,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

On  December  28, 1897,  Jo/m  Z.  CaUahcm,  a  physician  in 
La  Crosse,  filed  his  petition  alleging  insolvency  and  praying 
a  discharge  from  his  debts  under  ch.  179,  E.  S.  1878.  His 
schedule  of  creditors  contained  a  few  accounts  for  household 
expenses  aggregating  about  $180,  a  secured  debt  to  a  bank 
of  $110,  and  a  judgment  for  $3,971.42  recovered  in  the  cir- 
cuit court  for  La  Crosse  county  on  October  19, 1897,  upon  a 
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verdict  rendered  May  17, 1897.  The  schedule  of  assets  con- 
sisted of  about  125  open*  accounts  for  professional  services, 
a  silver  watch,  and  some  office  furniture.  It  appeared  by 
his  testimony  that  he  had,  in  addition,  items  of  personal 
property  omitted  as  exempt  from  execution, —  professional 
library,  $150  or  $200;  surgical  instruments,  $150;  operating 
chair,  $50;  two  horses,  $100;  a  buggy,  $25;  and  a  cutter, 
$25.  There  was  substantially  no  evidence  except  his  own 
testimony,  from  which  it  appeared  that  he  completed  his 
medical  course  and  settled  in  La  Crosse  in  1891,  where  his 
practice  very  soon  became  lucrative;  that  in  October,  1895, 
he  attended  professionally  Emily  A.  Peterson;  and  that  on 
December  28, 1895,  he  received  a  demand  from  her  attor- 
neys to  settle  a  claim  for  malpractice  in  treating  her,  which 
afterwards  resulted  in  the  judgment  above  mentioned,  and 
also  in  a  suit  by  her  husband  for  damages  in  the  same  con- 
nection. He  testified  that  on  coming  to  La  Crosse  he  was 
indebted  to  his  wife  for  moneys  obtained  from  her  to  pur- 
chase a  former  homestead  in  Merrill,  and  to  support  himself 
while  pursuing  his  medical  studies,  in  about  the  sum  of 
$2,000,  and  that  he  had  paid  that  to  her  in  the  interval  com- 
mencing in  1891 ;  that  in  December,  1895,  to  apply  on  that 
debt,  he  assigned  to  her  a  mortgage  of  $235.  In  1896  he 
deeded  to  her  his  homestead  in  La  Crosse,  representing  a 
cost  of  some  $4,800,  wholly  without  consideration.  It  also 
appeared  that  his  wife  made  a  transfer  in  May,  1897,  of  a 
$400  mortgage,  and  of  $1,000  par  value  of  bank  stock  stand- 
ing in  her  name.  These  transactions  were  discovered  from 
records,  and  only  brought  out  on  cross-examination.  Two 
or  three  additional  accounts  for  professional  services  were 
not  included  in  the  inventory.  The  petitioner  offered  as  an 
explanation  that  in  August,  1897,  his  office  was  entered,  and 
his  case  book,  in  which  were  his  only  memoranda  of  the 
accounts  due  him,  together  with  $280  in  gold  that  day  bor- 
rowed from  bank,  were  stolen,  and  that  he  had  no  mem- 
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oranda  whatever  of  the  debts  due  him,  except  a  few  bills 
which  he  had  made  out  just  before  the  book  was  stolen.  He 
stated  that  the  list  of  accounts  attached  to  his  petition  was 
made  up  from  memory.  He  was  subjected  to  a  vigorous 
cross-examination  as  to  the  fact  of  the  indebtedness  to  his 
wife,  and  the  manner  of  payment,  which  he  stated  was  com- 
pleted in  November  or  December,  1895,  and  in  1896;  the 
$235  mortgage  above  mentioned  being  the  last  payment. 
The  evidence  tended  to  show  a  value  for  his  accounts  re- 
ceivable, scheduled,  ranging  from  $80  to  $350.  J/r«.  Peter- 
^on  filed  a  remittitur  of  all  of  her  judgment  in  excess  of 
$700,  whereby  it  is  claimed  the  indebtedness  was  so  reduced 
that  petitioner  was  no  longer  insolvent.  The  court  filed  no 
findings  of  fact,  but  entered  an  order  that  the  petition  be 
not  granted,  and  the  proceeding  be  dismissed,  and  that  Mrs. 
Peterson^  the  opposing  creditor,  have  judgment  for  costs, 
from  which  order  this  appeal  is  taken  by  the  petitioner. 

Thomas  Morris^  tor  the  appellant. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Winter^  Each  <& 
WmteTj  and  oral  argument  by  John  J.  Each. 

Dodge,  J.  Ch.  179,  with  reference  to  the  discharge  of  in- 
solvent debtors,  although  it  has  occupied  a  place  in  the  stat- 
utes since  184:9  without  very  much  change,  and  has  existed 
substantially  in  New  York  from  very  early  times,  has  re- 
ceived but  little  consideration  or  construction  in  this  court. 
Sec.  4296  provides  that  when  it  shall  satisfactorily  appear 
to  the  court  or  judge  that  the  insolvent  is  justly  and  truly 
indebted  to  the  creditors  in  the  sums  mentioned  in  his  sched- 
ule and  affidavit,  that  such  insolvent  has  honestly  and  fairly 
given  a  true  account  of  his  estate,  and  has  in  all  things  con- 
formed to  the  matters  required  of  him  in  this  chapter,  such 
court  or  judge  shall  direct  an  assignment  of  all  the  estate  ex- 
cept such  as  is  exempt  from  execution;  and  sec.  4299  provides 
that  the  court  shall  grant  a  discharge  upon  the  filing  of  the 
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certificate  of  the  assignee  that  the  assignment  has  been  exe- 
cuted and  the  assets  turned  over.  It  will  be  observed  that 
the  only  conditions  literally  specified  to  be  fulfilled  are  that 
it  shall  satisfactorily  appear  that  the  insolvent  has  (1)  "  hon- 
estly and  fairly  given  a  true  account  of  his  estate,'*  and  (2) 
"  has  in  all  things  conformed  to  the  matters  required  of  him 
in  this  chapter."  It  is  true  the  requirements  of  the  chapter 
literally  relate  only  to  the  procedure,  namely,  the  filing  of 
the  petition  and  schedules,  accompanied  by  a  specified  afii- 
davit,  and  the  giving  of  notice;  but  the  purpose  of  the  stat- 
ute, obviously,  cannot  be  satisfied  unless  the  petitioner  shows, 
not  only  that  he  had  filed  such  necessary  papers,  but  that 
the  facts  required  to  be  stated  therein  exist.  Oerman  ATner- 
iocm  Bank  v.  Butter-Mueller  Co.  87  Wis.  467.  This  is  ren- 
dered all  the  more  clear  by  sec.  4302,  which  authorizes  a 
discharge,  if  granted,  to  be  set  aside  if  petitioner  swore 
falsely  in  his  affidavit  annexed  to  his  petition.  That  affi- 
davit must  state,  inter  alia,  that  petitioner  has  not  at  any 
time  or  in  any  manner  disposed  of  or  made  over  any  part  of 
his  estate  for  the  future  benefit  of  himself  or  his  family  or 
in  order  to  defraud  any  of  his  creditors,  and  that  he  has  in 
no  instance  created  or  acknowledged  a  debt,  for  a  greater 
sum  than  he  honestly  owed. 

The  court  below  entered  an  order  denying  the  petition, 
without  making  any  finding  of  facts, —  a  practice  not  to  be 
encouraged,  as  it  leaves  this  court  without  information  of 
the  conclusion  reached  by  the  trial  court  as  to  the  weight  of 
evidence  or  credibility  of  witnesses  on  the  issues  of  fact 
tried,  if,  as  in  this  case,  there  be  more  than  one.  Dietz  v. 
JTeenahy  91  Wis.  422, 426.  The  rule  is  well  established,  how- 
ever, that  the  decision  will  not  be  reversed  for  want  of  find- 
ing of  facts,  if  the  evidence  supports  it  {Disch  v.  Timm,  101 
Wis.  179),  especially  in  a  special  proceeding  {GiU  v.  M.  db 
Z.  W.  R.  Co.  76  Wis.  293). 

Eemembering  that  the  burden  of  proof  is  at  all  times 
Vou  103—86 
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upon  the  petitioner  who  invokes  the  extraordinary  relief 
authorized  by  ch.  179  {In  re  Rq/nhin^  85  Wis.  15),  and  that 
the  court  is  entitled  to  the  utmost  frankness  and  the  fullest 
explanation  before  it  can  be  satisfied  of  the  material  facts, 
especially  if  any  suspicious  circumstances  appear,  the  evi- 
dence fails  to  satisfy  us  either  that  the  petitioner  has  hon- 
estly and  fairly  given  a  true  account  of  his  estate,  and  has 
made  a  true  inventory  of  all  of  his  estate,  and  of  books, 
vouchers,  and  securities  relating  thereto,  or  that  he  has  not 
in  any  manner  disposed  of  or  made  over  any  part  of  his  es- 
tate for  the  future  benefit  of  himself  or  family  or  in  order 
to  defraud  his  creditors.  It  appears  from  petitioner's  own 
evidence  that  his  business  had  been  prosperous,  so  that,  up 
to  the  year  following  the  time  when  the  claim  for  malprac- 
tice was  made  against  him,  he  had  not  only  supported  his 
family  and  accumulated  reasonable  library  and  apparatus, 
but  had  built  an  expensive  homestead  costing  some  $4:,800, 
and  had  paid  over  to  his  wife,  according  to  his  own  state- 
ment, some  $2,000,  and  that  at  the  time  of  his  petition,  but 
a  little  more  than  a  year  thereafter,  he  had  absolutely  noth- 
ing, except  a  list  of  accounts  worth,  according  to  his  own 
testimony,  but  $100  or  $200.  This  story  would  be  credible 
only  if  fully  confirmed  by  other  evidence  than  the  petition- 
er's own  testimony.  When  it  is  discredited  by  the  fact  that 
his  bank  account,  theretofore  kept,  ceased  almost  at  the 
moment  of  the  rendition  of  a  large  verdict  against  him;  that 
his  book  in  which  the  charges  were  made  for  professional 
services,  from  which  he  had  been  able  to  save  these  consid- 
erable sums  of  money  in  the  past,  had  disappeared,  and  its 
disappearance  was  accounted  for  only  by  his  own  statement 
of  a  theft, —  improbable,  because  the  book  was  of  no  possi- 
ble use  to  any  one  else ;  that  since  about  the  time  of  the 
verdict  no  explanation  whatever  was  given  of  the  disposal 
of  his  professional  income,  no  bank  account  being  kept  by 
him,  while  one  was  kept  by  his  wife ;  accompanied  by  the 
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fact  that  according  to  his  own  story  the  inventory  list  of 
125  debtors  was  made,  after  the  alleged  theft  of  his  account 
book,  from  memory, —  we  are  not  satisfied  of  its  truth.  The 
petitioner's  evidence  fails  to  convince  us  that  his  alleged  in- 
debtedness tOvhis  wife  is  not  an  entire  fabrication.  *  It  also 
fails  to  convince  us  that  for  the  two  years  prior  to  the  peti- 
tion there  had  been  no  accumulations  from  his  professional  in- 
come, or  that  such  accumulations  have  not  been  passed  over 
to  his  wife  for  the  future  use  of  himself  and  his  family.  We 
are  also  wholly  unconvinced  that  his  case  book,  wherein 
were  his  charges  for  professional  services,  and  his  bank 
book,  are  not  in  existence  and  within  his  reach,  had  he  seen 
fit  to  produce  them.  This  fact,  in  itself,  would  be  a  breach 
of  one  of  the  requirements  of  the  statute;  but  it  also  goes 
far  to  create  a  suspicion,  if  not  a  belief,  of  the  existence  of 
others.  We  hold,  therefore,  that  the  evidence  would  have 
supported  findings  of  fact  to  have  justified  the  decision  ren- 
dered, which,  therefore,  should  be  sustained. 

We  deem  it  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the  omission 
of  exempt  property  from  the  schedules  is  a  breach  of  the 
statute,  if  made  innocently  and  upon  the  supposition  that 
such  property  is  not  required  to  be  included.  In  re  Mah- 
lett,  73  Wis.  351 ;  V(m  Ingen  v.  Fddt,  86  Wis.  345.  It  is 
certainly  better  practice  to  fully  comply  with  the  letter  of 
the  statute,  and  schedule  "  all  the  estate."  That  which  is 
exempt  can  thereafter  be  determined  by  the  court  with  much 
more  certainty  of  justice  to  all  parties  than  can  be  expected 
from  an  exercise  of  the  insolvent's  own  judgment. 

By  the  Cowrt. — The  order  of  the  circuit  court  is  afltaned. 
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SoHAiDLEB,  Administratrix,   Eespondent,  vs.  Chicago    & 
NoETHWBSTBBN  Eailway  Company,  Appellant. 

March  15-- April  ^  1899. 

BaUroads:  Negligence  causing  death:  Hypothetical  questions:  Incurable 

1  u        wl  disease:  Damages:  Remarks  of  counsel:  G^eneral  and  special  ver- 

dict: Instructions  to  jury, 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  railway  company  for  the  death  of  plaintifiTs 
intestate,  which  occurred  from  diabetes  mellitus  thirteen  days  after 
a  collision  at  a  highway  crossing,  there  was  evidence  that  plaintiff 
suffered  from  said  disease  two  years  before  his  death;  that  it  was 
a  chronic  disease  and  usually  terminated  fatally  in  from  four 
months  to  six  years,  dei)ending  on  age;  but  that  plaintiff  for  a 
year  and  a  half  prior  to  the  accident  was  apparently  in  a  normal 
state  of  health.  Held,  that  an  hypothetical  question  designed  to 
elicit  from  witnesses  their  opinions  as  to  the  cause  of  death,  which 
recited  the  evidence  with  reference  to  the  accident  but  omitted  all 
reference  to  said  disease,  was  misleading. 

%  A  railway  company  cannot  escape  liability  for  negligence  causing 
death  by  showing  that  the  person  killed  was  so  diseased  that  his 
life  would  necessarily  have  terminated  in  a  short  time  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  accident,  but  such  evidence  should  be  taken  into 
accotmt  in  assessing  the  damages. 

8.  In  such  a  ease  statements  of  plaintiff's  counsel  in  his  argument  to 
the  jury  that  "  We  can  show  you  how  many  hundred  men  have 
come  near  being  killed  there,'  if  you  want  us  to; "  that  ''You  are 
called  upon  to  set  a  price  upon  a  human  life; "  that  "  Barriers  are 
erected  and  watchmen  placed  at  crossings  on  account  of  their 
danger,  and  in  this  case,  unless  the  company  can  show  they  blew 
the  whistle  and  rang  the  bell,*'  it  was  liable;  that  "I  know  of  a 
case  in  this  town  of  a  doctor  who  treated  a  little  boy,  who  said  the 
boy  must  die;  but  no  sooner  had  he  pronounced  his  death  sentence 
than  he  got  better,  in  defiance  of  the  doctor's  prognostication," 
are  held  erroneous,  where  not  properly  excluded  from  the  consid- 
eration of  the  jury  by  the  trial  court. 

4  The  submission  of  a  general  verdict  in  connection  with  a  special 
verdict,  and  the  giving  of  a  lengthy  charge  to  the  jury  thereon, 
some  portions  of  which  were  applicable  to  the  special  questions,  is 
erroneous. 
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6.  The  Riying  of  instructions  to  the  jury  applicable  to  questions  sub- 
mitted for  special  verdict,  in  detached  fragments^  distant  from 
each  other,  disapproved. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Monroe 
county:  0..B.  Wyman,  Circuit  Judge.    Beversed. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Fiah^  Ga/ry^  Upham 
(&  Blackj  and  oral  argument  by  John  T.  Fuh. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  D,  F,  Jonea^  and 
oral  argument  by  Mr,  Jones  and  Mr.  F,  H.  BloomingddLe. 

Cassodat,  C.  J.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  death  of  John  F.  Schaidler,  husband  of  the 
plaintiff,  resulting  from  injuries  received  by  him,  October  4, 
1895,  at  a  crossing  of  the  defendant's  railroad  track  with  a 
certain  highway  leading  from  the  village  of  Norwalk  to 
Ridgeville,  in  Monroe  county.  Issue  being  joined  and  trial 
had,  the  jury  at  the  close  of  the  trial  returned  a  special  and 
also  a  general  verdict  to  the  effect  (1)  that  the  deceased  was 
injured  in  his  person  at  the  highway  crossing  in  question 
October  4, 1895 ;  (2)  that  the  whistle  of  the  head  locomotive 
was  not  blown  at  the  whistling  post  eighty  rods  north  of  the 
crossing;  (3)  that  the  bell  of  the  head  locomotive  was  not 
rung  eighty  rods  north  of  the  highway  crossing  and  from 
then'ce  until  the  locomotive  passed  the  crossing;  (4)  that  such 
failure  to  ring  the  bell  or  blow  the  whistle  was  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  injury ;  (5)  that  the  deceased  was  no^  guilty 
of  any  want  of  ordinary  care  on  his  part  which  proximately 
caused  or  contributed  to  such  injury;  (7)  that  such  injury 
was  an  adequate  and  efftcient  cause  of  the  death  of  the  de- 
ceased; (8)  that  the  deceased,  prior  to  October  4, 1895,  did 
have  diabetes  meUitus^  (9)  but  had  recovered  from  such  dis- 
ease October  4, 1-895 ;  (10)  that  the  deceased  died  of  diabetes 
rnelUtus;  (11)  that  such  disease  was  precipitatjd  by  the  in- 
jury received  by  him  at  the  time  and  place  in  question; 
(12)  that  he  would  have  lived  longer  than  he  did  if  he  had 
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not  met  with  the  accideat  in  question;  (13)  that  a  man  of 
ordinary  intelligence  and  prudence,  considering  the  business 
carried  on  by  the  defendant,  ought  to  have  reasonably  ex- 
pected, under  all  the  attending  circumstances,  that  the  fail- 
ure to  blow  the  whistle  or  the  failure  to  ring  the  bell  would 
likely  result  in  an  injury  to  a  traveler  on  the  public  highway 
at  the  crossing  in  question ;  (14)  that  the  plaintiff,  as  such 
widow,  has  sustained  pecuniary  loss  by  reason  of  such  death 
to  the  amount  of  $2,000;  (16)  that  they  found  for  the  plaint- 
iff. From  the  judgment  entered  upon  such  verdicts  the  de- 
fendant appeals. 

On  the  day  in  question  the  deceased  started  from  his  home 
at  RidgeviUe,  some  distance  northeasterly  of  the  crossing  in 
question,  with  a  team'  and  lumber  wagon  loaded  with  hogs 
in  a  rack.  He  passed  over  the  crossing  in  question,  and 
went  in  a  southwesterly  direction  to  Norwalk,  which  was 
about  four  miles  from  Ridgeville.  After  disposing  of  his 
hogs  he  started  home  by  the  same  route.  As  he  approached 
the  crossing  the  highway  ran  along  on  the  west  side  of  the 
defendant's  right  of  way,  but  at  a  very  much  lower  grade. 
At  a  distance  of  373  feet  south  of  the  crossing  the  highway 
was  about  seventeen  feet  lower  than  the  crossing.  From 
that  point  until  it  got  within  seventy-three  feet  of  the  cross- 
ing it  gradually  rose,  until  it  was  only  eleven  and  eight- 
tenths  feet  below  the  crossing,  and  continued  to  rise  until 
it  got  within  twenty-two  feet  from  the  railway  track,  when 
the  ascent  became  very  abrupt.  At  eighteen  feet  from 
the  crossing  the  railway  track  was  seven  and  one-half  feet 
higher  than  the  surface  of  the  highway.  As  the  highway 
came  near  the  crossing  it  gradually  turned  toward  the  east. 
Upon  the  northerly  side  of  the  highway,  so  approaching  the 
crossing  from  the  direction  of  Norwalk,  there  was  a  high 
embankment  upon  the  westerly  side  of  the  defendant's  right 
of  way,  with  railroad  ties  piled  on  the  top  of  it  adjacent  to 
the  railroad  track,  obstructing  the  view,  so  that  a  person 
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approaching  the  crossing  from  that  direction  was  unable  to 
see  a  train  coming  from  the  north  until  within  a  few  feet 
from  the  track.  Such  embankment  came  to  within  eighteen 
or  twenty  feet  of  the  track.  A  person  could  not  see  a  train 
approaching  from  the  norttf  at  any  considerable  distance 
until  he  got  so  near  the  track  that  the  embankment  with  the 
ties  piled  thereon  would  not  obstruct  his  vision. 

There  is  testimony  tending  to  prove  that  when  the  deceased 
came  to  that  little  hill,  going  up  to  the  crossing,  he  stopped 
a  second,  looked  toward  the  crossing,  and  drove  on  again ; 
that  his  team  walked  up,  going  to  the  crossing;  that  then, 
at  the  same  time  that  the  horses  stepped  on  the  crossing,  the 
train  came  along;  that  the  oflf  horse  tried  to  jump  over,  and. 
got  hit  by  the  engine;  that  the  deceased  tried  to  jerk  them 
back;  that  the  collision  threw  the  horses  back,  and  broke 
up  the  wagon  tongue  and  reach,  and  threw  everything  head 
over  heels,  and  the  whole  lot  fell  on  the  top  of  the  deceased; 
that  the  whistle  was  not  blown  before  the  train  reached  the 
crossing,  nor  the  bell  rung;  that  the  train  was  running  pretty 
fast;  that  it  was  downgrade;  that  the  train  was  not  using 
any  steam. 

Upon  the  record  before  us  we  do  not  feel  authorized  to 
say,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  upon 
either  the  first,  second,  third,  fourth,  or  fifth  question  sub- 
mitted is  unsupported  by  evidence. 

1.  Error  is  assigned  because  the  physicians,  as  medical  ex- 
perts on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  were  allowed  to  answer  this 
hypothetical  question :  "  Assuming  that  on  the  4:th  day  of 
October,  1895,  the  deceased  was  a  young  man,  about  twenty- 
six  years  of  age ;  that  he  was  a  farmer  by  occupation,  and 
for  a  year  or  more  prior  thereto  had  been  in  charge  of  a 
farm,  working  the  same,  and  performing  severe  manual 
labor,  such  as  farmers  usually  perform,  during  that  time; 
that  for  a  year  and  a  half  prior  thereto  he  was  apparently 
in  a  normal  state  of  health;  that  on  the  day  aforesaid  he 
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loaded  a  load  of  hogs,  and  went  with  his  team  to  IS'orwalk, 
a  distance  of  three  and  a  half  miles  or  more,  and  transacted 
his  business ;  that  while  returning  home,  sitting  in  a  lumber 
wagon,  he  attempted  to  drive  his  team  and  wagon  across 
the  defendant's  railroad  crossing  at  a  point  mentioned  in 
the  complaint;  that  the  defendant's  locomotive  and  train 
rushed  down  upon  him  while  his  team  was  upon  the  cross- 
ing aforesaid,  killing  one  horse  and  throwing  the  deceased 
to  the  ground  with  great  violence,  and  hurling  the  wagon 
and  rack  upon  him ;  that  a  few  hours  later  he  spat  blood,  and 
some  time  following  this  felt  sick,  suffered  loss  of  strength, 
appetite,  and  sleep;  that  he  was  not  thereafter  able  to  per- 
form his  usual  work,  or  perform  labor  of  any  kind  as  there- 
tofore, and  grew  steadily  weaker  from  day  to  day;  that  on 
or  about  the  16th  day  of  October,  1895,  he  became  bedrid- 
den, and  about  2  o'clock  of  the  same  day  lapsed  into  un- 
consciousness, accompanied  by  heavy  breathing,  and  about 
twelve  hours  thereafter  (1 :30  o'clock,  Thursday  morning,  on 
the  17th  day  of  October,  1895, —  thirteen  days  after  the  in- 
jury) he  died,  what,  in  your  opinion,  was  the  cause  of  death?  '^ 

The  experts  found  difficulty  in  answering  the  question. 
One  of  them  said :  "  The  immediate  cause  of  death  would 
have  to  be  found  upon  more  exact  knowledge  as  to  his  con- 
dition at  the  time; "  that  the  exact  cause  of  death  he  could 
not  give,  but,  confining  himself  to  the  facts  recited  in  the 
question,  he  would  attribute  his  death  to  the  accident.  An- 
other answered  the  same  way,  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
question  embraced  all  the  facts  to  be  obtained.  Another 
answered  the  same  way,  and  also  said  that  in  his  opinion 
the  man  died  of  disease  produced  or  intensified  by  the  acci- 
dent; that  the  accident  might  not  have  caused  the  imme- 
diate disease  of  death ;  that  he  did  not  know  what  the  disease 
was,  and  from  the  statement  of  facts  given  to  him  he  could 
not  with  any  certainty  tell  what  that  disease  was. 

No  physician  was  called  to  attend  the  deceased  until  the 
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day- bv,  fore  he  died,  and  that  physician  was  not  sworn  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff.  He  was  subsequently  sworn,  how- 
ever, and  testified  (what  is  now  conceded)  that  he  was  called 
to  administer  to  the  deceased  October  15,  1893;  that  he 
then  found  him  suffering  from  diabetes  meUitua  or  what  is 
called  sugar  diabetes,  which  he  had  then  been  suffering  from 
for  several  months;  that  he  continued  to  treat  him  at  that 
time  until  November  20,  1893;  that  the  nature  of  diahetes 
mdlitus  was  to  run  a  chronic  course,  and  usually  terminate 
in  death;  that  the  younger  the  patient  the  shorter  it  usually 

runs,  and  that  it  would  run  anywhere  from  four  months  to- 

'  %■' 

six  years;  that,  assuming  the  deceased  to  have  been  twenty- 
four  years  of  age  when  he  attended  him  in  1893,  his  prob- 
able length  of  life  would  be  about  two  years;  that  he  con- 
sidered diabetes,  once  established  in  a  man  twenty-four 
years  of  age,  to  be  continuous;  that  when  he  was  called  to- 
see  him,  the  day  before  his  death,  he  found  him  in  a  state 
of  coma, —  stupor, —  and  that  he  had  diabetes  mdlitus.  There 
is  evidence  tending  to  show,  however,  that  for  a  year  and  a 
half  prior  to  the  accidisnt  the  deceased  was  apparently  in  a 
normal  state  of  health. 

The  principal  diflBculty  with  the  question  is  that  it  en- 
tirely ignores  the  disease  of  diabetes  mellitus^  which  he  thus 
confessedly  had  two  years  before  the  accident,  and  of  which 
the  jury  found  that  he  died.  Such  conditions  made  the  case 
one  peculiarly  calling  for  expert  testimony.  Expert  testi- 
mony, in  such  cases,  is  necessarily  limited  to  questions  of 
science  and  skill.  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  440',  KnoU  v.  State,  55 
Wis.  249.  The  opinion  of  such  expert  is  his  ultimate  con- 
clusion from  facts  which  are  admitted,  proved,  or  assumed. 
To  be  of  value,  the  opinion  should  be  based  upon  all  known 
and  pertinent  conditions.  Even  then  the  opinions  of  such 
experts  frequently  differ  as  to  such  ultimate  conclusions. 
The  question  in  the  case  at  bar  is  incumbered  with  some  un- 
necessary details,  but  by  omitting  all  reference  to  the  dis- 
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ease  of  cUabetea  meUitua  it  was,  substantially,  what  was  sug- 
gested by  some  of  the  plaintiff 's  experts,  that  is  to  say: 
Whereas  the  deceased  was  apparently  well,  and  suffered  the 
accident,  and  gradually  grew  weaker,  and  at  the  end  of 
thirteen  days  died,  what  was  the  cause  of  his  death  ?  Of 
course,  by  excluding  all  reference  to  any  disease,  the  acci- 
dent is  the  only  cause  suggested  in  the  question;  and  that 
could  as  well  be  answered  by  a  layman  as  by  a  medical  ex- 
pert. The  case  is  unlike  Tebo  v.  AugiLsta^  90  Wis.  406, 
where  actual  conditions  were  assumed.  So  it  is  unlike  Sei- 
lech  V,  JcmeaviUe^  100  Wis.  163,  where  the  question  embraced 
actual  conditions  and  facts  ascertained  by  the  medical  ex- 
pert from  personal  examination.  We  are  constrained  to 
hold  that  the  question  was  misleading. 

2.  Of  course,  highways  are  made  to  be  traveled  by  all 
classes  of  people,  including  those  who  are  sick  and  diseased 
as  well  as  those  who  are  strong  and  healthy.  Molfa/mara 
V.  OlintonviUe,  62  Wis.  207,  and  cases  there  cited.  A  railway 
company  can  no  more  escape  liability  for  negligently  caus- 
ing the  death  of  one  class  than  the  oj^her.  The  damage  to 
the  surviving  relatives,  however,  would  manifestly  be  very 
much  less  in  the  case  of  a  person  who,  at  the  time  of  the 
injury,  was  so  diseased  that  his  life  would  necessarily  termi- 
nate in  a  short  time  in  the  absence  of  such  injury.  In  the 
case  at  bar,  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict  was  based  in 
part  upon  the  ground  that  the  damages  were  excessive.  Upon 
some  phases  of  the  evidence,  this  exception  would  seem  tx> 
be  well  founded.  The  jury  were  probably  stimulated  to  find 
the  amount  of  damages  mentioned  by  reason  of  objectionable 
remarks  of  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  as  follows:  "We  can 
show  you  how  many  hundred  men  have  come  near  being 
killed  there,  if  you  want  us  to."  "  Tou  are  called  upon  to 
set  a  price  upon  a  human  life."  "  Barriers  are  erected  and 
watchmen  placed  at  crossings  on  account  of  their  danger, 
and  in  this  case,  unless  the  company  can  show  they  blew  the 
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whistle  and  rang  the  bell,  the  railroad  company  is  liable.'^ 
^*  I  know  of  a  case  in  this  town  of  a  doctor  who  treated  a. 
little  boy,  who  said  the  boy  must  die ;  but  no  sooner  had  h.^ 
pronounced  his  death  sentence  than  he  got  better,  in  defiance 
of  the  doctor's  prognostication."  Some  of  such  remarks^ 
were  held  to  be  iniproper  by  the  trial  court,  but  not  in  a. 
'way  to  exclude  them  from  the  consideration  of  the  jurjr. 
Andrews  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  B,  Co.  96  Wis.  361j  362. 

3.  The  submitting  of  a  general  verdict  in  connection  withi 
fourteen  specific  questions,  with  a  lengthy  charge  to  the  jurjr 
thereon,  and  some  portions  of  which  are  applicable  to  somo 
of  such  specific  questions,  not  only  tended  to  mislead  the 
jury,  but  is  contraiy  to  the  recent  ruling  of  this  court.  Wa/rd 
V.  C,  M,  <&  St.  P.  P.  Co.,  ante,  p.  215.  The  rules  there  stated 
should  be  followed. 

The  charge  in  the  case  at  bar  is  open  to  the  criticism  that 
the  charge  upon  each  of  several  of  the  specific  questions  sub- 
mitted is  given  in  detached  fragments, —  distant  from  each 
other, —  in  violation  of  the  recent  ruling  of  this  court  in 
McDei^moU  v.  Jackson^  ante^  p.  4:19. 

There  may  be  'other  errors,  but  what  has  been  said  will, 
it  is  believed,  be  a  sufllcient  guide  upon  the  new  trial. 

^y  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  is  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 


Mastbbson,  Respondent,  vs.  Chicago  &  Nobthwesteen  Rail- 
way Company,  Appellant. 

March  IS  —  April  4, 1899. 

Eailroads:  Wrongful  ejection  of  passenger:  Sunday  contract:  Excessive 

damages:  Improper  remarTcs  of  counsel 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  railway  company  under  sea  1818,  B.  S.  1878, 
for  a  tortious  ejection  from  a  train,  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff 
claimed  to  be  riding  upon  a  ticket  purchased  on  Sunday  is  ini ma- 
terial. 
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2.  An  award  of  $850  damages  for  the  wrongful  ejection  of  a  passenger 
from  a  railway  train  is  held  to  be  excessive,  where  he  was  ejected 
in  the  outskirts  of  a  city,  without  any  serious  insult  being  offered 
by  the  conductor,  and  he  did  not  claim  to  have  been  made  sick  or 
disabled,  or  to  have  suffered  in  any  way,  except  that  he  was  robbed 
of  a  small  sum,  without  violence,  while  walking  along  the  track. 

8.  Whether  the  robbery  in  such  case  could  form  any  ground  for  the 
recovery  of  increased  damages  seems  doubtful 

4.  Unwarranted  statements  of  plaintiff's  counsel  in  his  argument  to 

the  jury,  to  the  effect  that,  by  reason  of  its  immense  power  as  a 
railroad  corporation,  the  defendant  had  prostituted  justice  and  at- 
tempted subornation  of  perjury,  are  held  to  be  so  prejudicial  as 
to  warrant  reversal  of  a  judgment  in  plaintiff's  favor,  unless  prop- 
erly rebuked  by  the  trial  court 

5.  Where  counsel  abuse  their  privilege  in  their  argument  to  the  jury, 

it  is  the  duty  of  the  trial  court  to  interpose  with  vigor  and  stop 
it;  and  a  mere  statement  that  the  remark  is  subject  to  criticism, 
or  that  it  is  rather  a  strong  statement,  is  insufficient  to  correct 
the  evil 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  La  Crosse 
county:  O.  B.  Wyman,  Circuit  Judge.  Reversed. 
.  This  is  an  action  for  unlawful  ejection  from  a  railway 
train.  The  evidence  showed  that  the  plaintiff  boarded  the 
defendant's  passenger  train  at  the  station  of  Trempealeau, 
Sunday  evening,  tf  une  20, 1897,  intending  to  ride  to  La  Crosse. 
The  plaintiff  claims  that  he  purchased  a  ticket  at  Trempea- 
leau station,  and  that  it  was  taken  up  by  the  conductor  soon 
after  he  got  upon  the  train,  and  that  afterwards,  and  just 
before  the  train  reached  La  Crosse,  the  conductor  demanded 
his  ticket  again,  and  insisted  that  he  had  received  no  ticket 
from  him,  and,  upon  his  refusal  either  to  give  the  conductor 
another  ticket  or  pay  fare,  the  train  was  stopped  about  one 
mile  from  the  La  Crosse  depot,  in  an  uninhabited  region, 
and  the  conductor  put  him  off  the  train,  at  about  half-past 
10  in  the  evening,  and  he  had  to  walk  into  the  city.  The 
defense  was  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  ticket,  and  refused  to 
pay  his  fare,  and  was  put  off  from  the  train  on  that  account, 
and  that  the  place  where  he  was  put  off  was  close  to  the  in- 
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habited  part  of  the  city.  A  general  verdict  for  the  plaint- 
iff, fixing  the  damages  at  $850,  was  rendered,  and  from  judg- 
ment thereon  the  defendant  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Fish,  Cary^  Upham 
<fb  Blacky  and  oral  argument  by  John,  T,  Fish. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Higbee  <&  JBunge^ 
and  oral  argument  by  Geo.  W.  Bunge. 

WiNSLow,  J.  This  is  a  tort  action  for  wrongful  ejection 
from  the  train  at  a  place  not  a  usual  stopping  place,  nor 
near  a  dwelling  house,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  sec. 
1818,  R.  S.  1878,  as  construed  by  the  case  of  Phettiplace  v. 
jy.  p.  R.  Go.  84  Wis.  412.  Hence  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff 
claimed  to  be  riding  upon  a  ticket  purchased  on  Sunday 
is  not  important.  The  action  is  not  for  breach  of  a  Sunday 
contract,  but  for  tortious  ejection  from  the  train. 

The  damages  awarded  seem  to  us  excessive.  The  con- 
ductor was  evidently  honest  in  his  belief  that  the  plaintiff 
had  not  paid  his  fare  or  surrendered  a  ticket,  and  it  seems 
he  was  acting,  as  he  believed,  in  discharge  of  his  duty.  The 
plaintiff  was  put  off  in  the  outskirts  of  the  city  of  La  Crosse, 
and  does  not  claim  to  have  been  made  sick  or  disabled,  nor 
to  have  suffered  in  any  way,  except  that  he  claims  to  have 
been  robbed  in  a  gentlemanly  manner  by  two  tramps  while 
he  was  walking  along  the  track.  There  does  not  seem  to 
have  been  any  serious  insult  offered  to  the  plaintiff  by  the 
conductor  at  the  time  of  his  ejection.  In  fact,  many  of  the 
passengers  did  not,  apparently,  know  that  anything  unusual 
was  happening.  In  the  case  of  Pheti/iplace  v.  iT.  P.  B,  Go.^ 
mpraj  a  verdict  of  |300  was  said  to  be  very  liberal  for  an 
ejection  fully  as  heinous  as  the  one  before  us ;  and  it  was 
said  that  a  less  sum  would  have  been  more  satisfactory.  In 
Boehm  V.  2>.,  8.  8.  <&  A.  R.  Go.  91  Wis.  592,  the  verdict  was 
but  $350,  and  the  plaintiff  in  that  case  was  compelled  to 
walk  a  number  of  miles  to  get  to  his  destination. 
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We  should,  perhaps,  feel  inclined  to  send  the  case  back, 
with  permission  to  the  plaintiff  to  remit  from  the  verdict, 
and  enter  judgment  for  a  specified  sum,  were  it  not  for  some 
other  matters  in  the  record,  now  to  be  stated.  It  seems  that 
an  effort  to  settle  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  made  by  the  de- 
fendant's claim  agent  after  the  matter  had  been  pla<;ed  in 
the  hands  of  attorneys,  and  without  their  presence.  It  ap- 
pears, also,  that  the  defendant  claimed  on  the  trial  that  the 
plaintiff's  attorneys  were  prosecuting  the  action  under  a 
champertous  agreement.  These  two  charges  seem  to  have 
been  bandied  back  and  forth  by  the  attorneys  until  consid- 
erable ill  feeling  was  aroused ;  and  the  plaintiff's  attorneys 
upon  the  closing  argument  certainly  went  far  outside  of  the 
record,  and  indulged  in  inflammatory  language  calculated  to 
stir  the  prejudices  of  a  jury,  without  cause.  Thus,  one  of 
the  plaintiff's  attorneys  said,  in  substance,  that  railroad  cor- 
porations, by  means  of  the  immense  force  at  their  nod  and 
beck,  are  able  to  accomplish  the  prostitution  of  justice;  that 
in  this  case  "you  [the  jury]  have  witnessed  a  proceeding 
which,  in  my  judgment,  is  a  prostitution  of  the  usual  and 
ordinaiy  proceedings  in  a  court  of  justice; "  that  there  had 
been  attempts  on  the  part  of  the  defendar.t  which  point 
strongly  to  subornation  of  perjury;  that  "reputation  is 
cheap,  weighed  against  the  money  of  this  company, —  coun- 
sel does  not  consider  it  as  that "  (snapping  thumb  and  finger) ; 
and  more  in  the  same  strain.  Careful  examination  of  the 
case  does  not  disclose  any  excuse  for  such  statements  and 
insinuations.  The  case  seems  to  be  one  honestly  defended 
by  honorable  counsel,  and  no  good  reason  appears  for  such 
attempts  to  import  into  it  mere  abuse  and  appeal  to  prej- 
udices, which  are  always  easily  aroused.  Nor  were  these 
remarks  rebuked  with  any  degree  of  vigor  by  the  circuit 
court.  Again  we  say,  as  was  said  in  Sutton  v,  (7.,  St.  P.,  M. 
<&  O,  E.  Co.  98  Wis.  157,  "  A  case  that  cannot  be  fairly  won 
upon  the  evidence,  by  the  use  of  legal  and  lawyer-like  meth- 
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ods,  presumably  does  not  deserve  to  be  won  at  all."  And 
iv^e  say,  in  addition,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  trial  judge  to 
interpose  with  some  vigor  when  counsel  so  abuse  their  priv- 
ilege, and  stop  it.  The  mere  statement  by  the  judge  that  a 
remark  is  subject  to  criticism,  or  that  it  is  rather  a  strong 
statement,  is  entirely  insufficient  to  correct  the  evil. 

The  plaintiff  proved,  without  objection,  that  after  his 
ejection  from  the  train,  and  while  walking  along  the  track, 
lie  was  met  by  two  tramps,  who  relieved  him  of  $12.50  ia. 
money,  without  violence.    It  seems  doubtful  whether  suclx 
an  event  could  form  any  ground  for  the  recovery  of  aAy  in.-. 
creased  damages,  and  it  is  argued  that  the  testimony  wa^ 
immaterial;  but  as  there  was  no  objection  or  exception  to 
the  testimony,  and  the  charge  of  the  court  is  not  preserveA^ 
tlie  question  is  not  before  us,  and  we  cannot  rule  upon  it. 

By  the  Court, —  Judgment  reversed,  and  action  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 


JoHKsoNy  Bespondent,  vs.  Bbice  and  others.  Appellants. 

March  16— April  4, 1899. 

Begister  of  deeds:  Failure  to  make  entry  in  tract  index:  Liability, 

If  a  register  of  deeds,  required  by  law  to  keep  a  tract  index,  neglect 
his  duty  as  to  a  mortgage  on  a  particular  parcel  of  land,  which  psLT- 
oel  another  subsequently  purchases,  not  knowing  of  such  mortgage 
by  reason  of  relying  on  such  index,  on  discovering  the  facts  and 
failing  by  reasonable  efforts  to  secure  a  release  of  the  mortgage 
from  the  owner  thereof,  such  other  may  purchase  such  mortgage^ 
and,  having  exhausted  his  remedy  to  obtain  reimbursement  for  his 
expenditures  in  that  regard  against  his  covenantee  if  there  be  such, 
and  against  the  mortgagor  as  well,  may  hold  the  register  of  deeda 
and  the  sureties  on  his  official  bond  for  the  residue  of  suoh  ex- 
penditures and  interest  thereon. 
[Syllabus  by  Marshall^  J.] 
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Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  La  Crosso 
oounty:  O.  B.  Wtman,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed, 

On  the  28th  day  of  July,  1888,  and  for  some  time  there- 
after, George  W.  Brice  was  the  register  of  deeds  for  La 
Crosse  county,  Wisconsin,,  and  his  codefendants  were  the 
sureties  on  his  official  bond.  On  the  day  named  James  B. 
Canterbury,  then  the  owner  of  lot  13,  block  2,  of  Spier  & 
Canterbury's  addition  to  the  city  of  La  Crosse,  mortgaged 
the  same,  together  with  ten  other  lots,  to  one  Schaller  to 
secure  the  payment  of  a  note  of  $1,500,  the  mortgage  being 
on  or  about  its  date  filed  for  record  with  said  register  of 
deeds  and  by  him  duly  recorded  and  indexed  according  to 
law,  except  that  he  did  not  note  the  incumbrance  on  the  lot 
on  the  tract  index  which  was  kept  in  his  office  according  to 
the  statutes  of  this  state  requiring  the  same.  November  26, 
1888,  Anna  TJ.  Stephenson  purchased  the  aforesaid  lot  13 
and  took  a  conveyance  thereof,  and  March  19,  1892,  plaint- 
iff, after  satisfying  himself,  by  a  duly  certified  abstract  made 
from  the  tract  index  by  his  procurement,  that  said  lot  was 
owned  by  Stephenson  free  from  incumbrances,  and  relying 
on  such  abstract  for  information  in  that  regard,  purchased 
and  took  a  conveyance  of  such  lot  from  said  Stephenson. 
March,  1894,  by  a  notice  from  Schaller,  plaintiff  learned  of 
the  mortgage,  on  which  there  was  then  due  $800,  and  there- 
after, in  order  to  prevent  a  loss  of  his  investment  in  the  lot, 
and  after  unsuccessful  efforts  to  obtain  a  release  of  such  lot 
from  the  mortgage,  he  purchased  such  mortgage  and  the 
indebtedness  secured  thereby,  paying  $802  therefor.  At  the 
time  of  such  purchase  the  mortgage  covered  three  lots  in 
addition  to  the  one  in  question.  After  plaintiff  acquired  the 
mortgage  he  duly  foreclosed  it,  realizing  all  that  could  be 
obtained  in  the  foreclosure  proceedings  for  the  three  lots, 
and  leaving  a  deficiency  of  $1,002.84,  for  which  judgment 
was  rendered  against  Canterbury,  the  person  liable  there- 
for. Thereafter  plaintiff  commenced  an  action  against  Anna 
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U.  Stephenson,  his  grantor,  on  the  covenants  of  warranty 
in  her  deed  to  him,  and  prosecuted  the  same  to  a  judgment 
for  $946.  Both  Canterbury  and  Stephenson  being  insolvent, 
plaintiff  tendered  both  of  the  aforesaid  judgments  to  de- 
fendants and  demanded  compensation  of  them  for  his  loss 
growing  out  of  the  fault  of  Brice  in  neglecting  to  note  the 
Schaller  mortgage  on  the  tract  index.  The  demand  was 
refused,  and  this  action  was  thereupon  brought  to  recover 
for  the  aforesaid  loss,  the  facts  as  stated  being  alleged  as 
constituting  a  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  plaintiff  against 
the  alleged  negligent  register  and  his  sureties. 

The  answer,  among  other  things,  alleged  possession  of  lot 
13  by  Anna  TJ.  Stephenson  when  the  Schaller  mortgage  was 
executed,  and  while  that  situation  continued  a  release  by 
Schaller  of  ten  lots  from  the  mortgage,  which  were  of  greater 
value  than  the  whole  amount  of  the  mortgage  claim,  and 
further  alleffinff  that  plaintiff  unnecessarily  purchased  the 
incumbrauc?  on  his  property.  The  defendants  further 
pleaded  the  six-year  statute  of  limitations. 

The  jury  were  required  to  render  a  special  verdict,  which 
was  done,  in  which  facts  were  found  substantially  as  alleged 
in  the  complaint,  among  the  facts  being  the  following:  The 
recQrds  in  the  office  of  the  register  of  deeds  were  examined 
in  plaintiff's  behalf  before  he  purchased  the  property,  but 
he  relied  upon  the  abstract  made  by  the  then  register  of 
deeds  from  the  tract  index,  as  showing  the  true  condition  of 
the  title.  Anna  U.  Stephenson  was  not  in  possession  of  the 
lot  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  Schaller  mortgage, 
and  Schaller  did  not  know  but  that  the  lot  was  vacant,  till 
1894.  Plaintiff  endeavored  to  procure  a  release  of  the  lot 
from  the  mortgage  before  purchasing  such  mortgage.  The 
three  lots  covered  by  the  mortgage,  other  than  plaintiff's  lot, 
were  worth  $450  when  plaintiff  purchased  the  mortgage, 
but  only  $135  when  they  were  sold  at  the  foreclosure  sale. 
The  omission  of  the  register,  Brice^  to  properly  note  the 
Vol.  102  —  37 
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mortgage  upon  the  tract  index  caused  plaintiff  to  purchase 
lot  13  in  ignorance  of  the  existence  of  such  mortgage. 
Plaintiflf  was  damaged,  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  Brice  to 
note  the  Schaller  mortgage  on  the  tract  index,  in  the  sum  of 
$800,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent,  per 
annum  from  the  15th  day  of  October,  1894.  All  the  facts 
were  found,  or  admitted,  requisite  to  fix  upon  defendant 
Brice  the  legal  duty  to  have  properly  kept  the  tract  index. 

Judgment  was  rendered  upon  the  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiflf  for  the  sum  of  $972  and  costs,  from  which  this  ap- 
peal was  taken  on  exceptions  sufficient  to  predicate  the  as- 
signments.of  error  upon,  mentioned  in  the  opinion. 

CI  Z.  Hood^  for  the  appellants. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Higbee  <&  Bunge^ 
and  oral  argument  by  Oeo.W.  Bunge. 

Marshall,  J.  A  number  of  questions  are  discussed  in 
appellants'  brief,  not  of  controlling  importance  in  disposing 
of  the  appeal,  therefore  they  will  be  passed  without  special 
mention.  The  facts  are  found  by  the  jury  on  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  present  for  consideration  this  question:  Where  it 
is  the  official  duty  of  the  register  of  deeds  to  keep  a  tract 
index  and  he  fails  to  perform  that  duty  in  respect  to  a  mort- 
gage upon  a  particular  parcel  of  land,  and  thereafter  a  per- 
son relying  upon  such  index  as  correct  purchases  such  parcel 
believing  it  to  be  free  from  incumbrances,  and  subsequently, 
on  discovering  the  existence  of  such  mortgage,  he  makes 
unsuccessful  efforts  to  secure  a  release  of  his  property  from 
it,  and  failing  in  that  regard  purchases  the  mortgage  in  order 
to  clear  his  title  of  the  incumbrance  and  protect  himself  so 
far  as  practicable  against  loss,  and  thereafter  he  reimburses 
himself  for  his  expenditures  in  buying  up  the  mortgage  so 
far  as  practicable  by  enforcing  the  same  as  to  all  property 
covered  by  it  other  than  his  own,  and  then  exhausts  his 
remedy  against  his  vendor  and  the  party  personally  liable 
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for  the  mortgage  debt  as  well,  can  he  hold  the  defaulting 
register  and  the  sureties  upon  his  official  bond  for  the  bal- 
ance of  his  loss  if  his  action  to  do  so  be  not  commenced  till 
more  than  six  years  after  the  default  of  the  register  as  to 
the  tract  index?  That  presents  what  is  involved  in  this 
case  in  a  narrow  compass  so  that  it  can  be  easily  understood. 

It  is  conceded  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  register  to  keep 
the  tract  index  and  that  he  did  not  perform  that  duty  as  to 
the  mortgage  in  question.  Sec.  762,  K.  S.  1878,  covers  the 
subject  of  duty.  The  conditions  of  the  register's  official 
bond  bound  him  and  his  sureties  for  the  correct  and  impar- 
tial  performance  of  his  duties.  Sec.  755,  E.  S.  1878,  covers 
that  subject.  Any  person  injured  by  neglect  of  the  register 
constituting  a  breach  of  his  bond  has  a  right  of  action  on 
such  bond  in  his  own  name  to  recover  his  damages  caused 
by  such  neglect.  Sec.  985,  E.  S.  1878,  covers  that  subject. 
The  statutes  referred  to,  on.  the  facts  of  this  case,  fix  beyond 
reasonable  controversy  the  liability  of  defendants  for  the 
damages  to  plaintiff  caused  by  the  neglect  of  the  register, 
and  entitle  him  to  the  judgment  appealed  from  if  the  action 
was  brought  in  time  and  the  proper  measure  of  damages  was 
adopted  in  reaching  it.  Plaintiff  had  a  right  to  rely  on  the 
tract  index.  While  there  is  evidence  that  some  examina- 
tion in  his  behalf  was  made  of  the  indexes  other  than  the 
tract  index,  the  jury  found  that  the  defect  in  the  latter  was 
the  cause  of  plaintiff's  failure  to  discover  the  existence  of 
the  mortgage  before  he  purchased  the  lot.  It  follows  that 
whatever  legal  damage  resulted  to  him  from  the  mortgage 
goes  back  to  the  neglect  of  the  register  to  properly  perform 
his  official  duty,  and  is  chargeable  to  him  and  his  sure- 
ties, unless  the  claim  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations, 
as  before  stated. 

But  it  is  said  that  notwithstanding  Schaller,  the  holder  of 
the  mortgage,  refused  to  release  plaintiff's  lot  therefrom,  he 
had  no  right  to  purchase  such  mortgage  or  incur  expense, 
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to  the  defendants'  loss,  till  compelled  to  do  so  by  an  enforce- 
ment of  the  mortgage  by  Schaller,  "because,"  says  the 
learned  counsel,  a  person  circumstanced  as  plaintiflf  was  "  is 
not  obliged  to  redeem  from  the  mortgage  and  cannot  re- 
cover compensation  for  an  uncertain  injury/'  citing  author- 
ities to  the  effect  that  only  actual  damages  are  recoverable 
for  breach  of  a  covenant  against  incumbrances,  and  that  a  per- 
son who  is  liable  to  suffer  from  such  a  breach  is  not  obliged  to 
buy  up  the  incumbrance,  but  may  wait  till  eviction  has  taken 
place  and  then  sue  for  the  consideration  paid  for  the  prop- 
erty, with  interest.  Such  authorities  have  no  application 
here,  because,  in  the  same  connection,  it  is  ruled  that  a  per- 
son  so  circumstanced  may  free  his  property  from  the  in- 
cumbrance  if  he  sees  fit  to  take  that  course,  and  then  hold 
the  covenantor  liable  for  the  actual  damages  caused  by  it. 
The  universal  rule,  as  stated  in  Rawle,  Covenants  (2d  ed.), 
158,  is  that,  "  If  the  character  of  the  incumbrance  be  such 
as  to  admit  of  removal,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  amount  which  he  has  fairly  and  reasonably  paid  for  its 
extinguishment."  Eaton  v.  Lymom^  30  Wis.  41,  cited  by  ap- 
pellants' counsel  to  support  his  proposition,  states  both  rules 
referred  to  together,  to  the  effect  that  while  a  covenantee 
is  not  bound  to  discharge  the  incumbrance  before  bringing 
suit  for  a  breach  of  it,  unless  he  suffers  actual  damages  by 
effecting  such  a  discharge  before  suit  he  can  recover  only 
nominal  damages.  For  further  authorities  on  the  subject, 
see  Rawle,  Covenants  (5th  ed.),  §  188 ;  Cobum  v.  Idtchjiddj 
132  Mass.  449 ;  Braman  v,  Bvngham^  26  N.  T.  483 ;  3  Washb. 
Real  Prop.  (5th  ed.),  529;  2  Suth.  Dam.  (2d  ed.),  §  623; 
PilUhury  v,  MitcheU^  5  Wis.  17;  Nocman  v.  Ilsley,  21  Wis. 
138.  The  law  on  this  subject  is  so  well  settled  that  it  would 
look  too  much  like  treating  the  question  as  one  for  serious 
consideration  to  pursue  it  further.  It  is  the  undoubted  right 
of  the  owner  of  real  estate  upon  which  there  is  an  incum- 
brance, which  another  is  legally  bound  to  him  to  discharge, 
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but  has  failed  to  do  so,  to  extinguish  it,  expending  no 
for  that  purpose  than  is  reasonably  necessary,  rehing 
8ach  other  for  reimbursement;  and  when  that  is  done  tb. 
amount  of  the  expenditure,  with  interest,  will  be  the  trix 
measure  of  such  person's  damages  and  such  other's  liability". 

It  is  not  necessary  to  say  here  whether  it  was  requisite 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  for  plaintiff  to  have  eac^ 
haubted  his  remedy  against  his  covenantor  and  on  the  nofc^ 
and  mortgage  as  to  property  other  than  his  own  covered  by 
it  as  well,  before  pursuing  the  register  and  his  bondsmeo. 
The  rule  is  that  way  in  many  jurisdictions,  and  certainly  he 
was  permitted  to  do  so,  and  defendants  have  no  reason  to 
complain  on  that  score  so  long  as  they  are  unable  to  make 
any  showing  but  that  plaintiff  proceeded  with  diligence  and 
care.     Undoubtedly,  in  such  cases,  the  expenditures  should 
be  carefully  scrutinized,  and  no  more  included  in  the  recov- 
ery than  was  reasonably  necessary. 

The  foregoing  rule  as  to  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach 
of  covenant  against  incumbrances  applies  in  regard  to  in- 
demnity for  loss  to  a  person  caused,  without  fault  on  his 
part,  by  neglect  of  a  register  of  deeds  in  respect  to  his  offi- 
cial duties.  Throop,  Pub.  Off.  §  743;  Wacek  v.  Frink,  51 
Minn.  282;  Lvsk  v.  Carlin^  5  111.  395;  Chase  v.  Seaney^  70 
111.  268;  Ziegler  v.  Comm.  12  Pa.  St.  227. 

There  is  left  for  consideration  the  effect  of  the  statute  of 

limitations  pleaded.     It  does  not  definitely  appear  by  the 

answer  what  particular  statute  is  relied  upon,  but  appellants' 

counsel  suggests  in  his  brief  subd.  8,  4,  sec.  4222,  R.  S.  1878. 

The  leai'ned  counsel  failed  to  give  proper  significance  to  the 

fact  that  this  action  is  on  a  sealed  instrument.     Sec.  4220 

covers  such  actions,  except  those  mentioned  in  sees.  984, 3968, 

and  4222,  none  of  which  refer  to  an  instrument  like  the  one 

in  suit.    Sec.  984  covers  actions  by  public  corporations  upon 

official  bonds;  sec.  3968  refers  to  actions  on  guardians'  bonds; 

and  sec.  4222,  so  far  as  it  applies  to  sealed  instruments,  re- 
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fers  to  actions  on  public  obligations  in  writing  for  the  pay- 
ment  of  money.  So  the  twenty-year  statute,  not  the  six-year 
statute  of  limitations,  governs,  beyond  room  for  reasonable 
controversy,  and  this  action  was  brought  in  time. 

The  other  q^uestions  suggested  in  the  argument  of  the 
learned  counsel  for  appellants  have  received  such  consider- 
ation as  their  importance  requires.  The  reason  why  they 
have  not  been  specially  treated  is  that  they  do  not  appear  to 
be  of  sufficient  significance  to  affect  the  result. 

JBy  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


German  American  Bank,  Appellant,  vs.  Magill  and  an- 
other. Respondents. 

March  16 --April  4, 1899. 
Partnership:  Firm  debt:  Chaltd  mortgages:  Fraud:  Insolvency. 

L  A  member  of  a  going  partnership  who  was  under  no  obligation  to 
contribute  further  to  the  capital  of  the  firm  received  money  as 
guardian  and  it  was  used  in  carrying  on  the  firm  business,  aU  the 
partners  consenting.  Hdd,  that  liability  to  return  the  money  to 
the  wards  became  a  partnership  debt  as  fully  and  absolutely  as 
though  the  money  had  been  borrowed  from  a  third  party. 

2.  Where  chattel  mortgagees  had  no  knowledge  that  the  mortgagor 
was  insolvent  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was  given,  and  parted  with 
their  money  relying  on  the  strength  of  the  security,  it  cannot  be 
g?t  aside  in  garnishment  proceedings  instituted  by  other  creditors, 
unless  it  is  shown  that  the  mortgagors  had  a  design  to  defraud 
their  creditors  and  that  the  mortgagees  participated  therein. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  La  Crosse 
county:  O.  B.  Wyman,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

Proceeding  by  garnishment.  The  firm  of  Scherrer,  Teiml 
&  Co.,  wholesale  liquor  dealers,  was  organized  in  1893. 
Teiml  died  in  1897,  and  thereafter  business  was  conducted 
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under  the  old  firm  name.  All  the  capital  was  furnished  by 
J.  M.  Scherrer.  In  1896  he  was  appointed  guardian  of  cer- 
tain minor  children,  and  as  such  received  $2,000  insurance 
money  belonging  to  his  wards.  This  money  was  used  in  the 
firm's  business.  In  April,  1898,  he  resigned,  and  there  was 
found  due  his  wards  about  |1,700.  On  April  28, 1898,  the 
firm  executed  a  note  and  chattel  mortgage  to  the  garnishee 
Salome  Teiml  for  $1,855.  The  mortgage  covered  their  entire 
stock  and  fixtures.  The  money  wad  borrowed  to  pay  the 
amount  due  from  Scherrer  as  guardian.  On  the  same  day 
they  also  sold  their  book  accounts  to  Mrs.  Tdml  for  $1,000. 
Mrs.  Teiml  borrowed  that  sum  from  the  garnishee  H.  P" 
Magilly  who  took  an  assignment  of  the  chattel  mortgage  of 
the  firm  as  collateral  security  for  the  loan.  Immediately 
after  the  execution  of  the  chattel  mortgage  Mra.  TetmTs 
agent  took  possession  of  the  iportgaged  property,  and  was 
in  possession  when  the  garnishee  summons  was  served.  Both 
garnishees  answered,  setting  up  the  chattel  mortgage  and 
claiming  to  hold  the  property  thereunder.  Notice  of  elec- 
tion to  take  issue  upon  such  answers  was  duly  served,  and 
the  case  was  tried  by  the  court.  The  court  found  the  allegsr 
tions  of  the  answers  to  be  true,  and  entered  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  garnishees,  from  which  this  appeal  is  taken. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  McCormeU  db 
SchweiseTy  and  oral  argument  by  C.  H.  Schweizcr. 

Hay  8,  Heidy  for  the  respondents. 

Bakdeen,  J.  The  main  point  made  by  the  appellant  against 
the  validity  of  the  trial  court's  judgment  is  that  the  chattel 
mortgage  given  by  the  defendants  is  void,  because  the  firm 
was  insolvent  and  the  mortgage  was  given  to  pay  the  debt 
of  an  individual  member  of  the  firm.  On  the  question  of 
fact  of  whether  the  debt  for  which  the  mortgage  was  given 
was  a  firm  debt  or  not,  there  is  little  room  for  controversy. 
On  the  very  day  the  first  money  was  received  by  J.  M. 
Scherrer  in  his  capacity  as  guardian,  $400  of  the  amount 
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was  used  by  his  partner  to  pay  a  firm  indebtedness.  The 
remainder  was  deposited  in  the  bank,  and  checked  out  from 
time  to  time  by  the  firm  as  their  necessities  required,  mostly 
by  the  defendant  William  Scherrer.  The  manner  in  which 
they  kept  their  accounts  cannot  have  a  controlling  influence 
over  the  actual  facts.  At  the  time  the  money  was  received 
by  J.  M.  Scherrer,  the  firm  was  a  going  concern.  Its  busi- 
ness was  established,  and  had  been  for  some  years.  They 
were  in  apparent  need  of  funds.  They  took  this  money  and 
used  it  in  their  business,  both  partners  consenting.  In  law 
it  thereby  became  a  firm  debt.  The  facts  are  quite  differ- 
ent from  some  of  the  cases  in  the  books.  This  was  not  the 
case  of  one  partner  using  trust  funds  to  pay  an  obligation 
he  owed  the  firm.  J.  M.  Scherrer  was  under  no  obligation 
to  contribute  any  more  capital  for  the  firm's  use.  So,  when 
the  firm  took  and  used  this  money,  it  became  as  fully  and 
absolutely  a  firm  debt  as  though  it  had  been  borrowed  from 
a  third  party.  Both  parties  treated  it  as  such,  and,  in  the 
absence  of  any  circumstances  showing  that  the  mortgage 
was  given  with  intent  to  defraud  creditors,  it  cannot  be  im- 
peached in  this  proceeding. 

While  it  may  be  admitted  that  the  proof  shows  that  the 
firm  was  insolvent  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was  given, 
there  is  no  proof  that  either  of  the  garnishees  had  any  knowl- 
edge of  that  fact.  So  far  as  we  are  able  to  judge,  Mrs, 
TeitmH  took  the  mortgage  in  absolute  good  faith,  and  parted 
with  her  money  relying  upon  the  validity  of  the  security 
she  received.  Such  being  the  case,  unless  it  be  shown  that 
the  defendants  had  a  design  to  defraud  their  creditors  and 
that  the  garnishees  participated  in  such  fraudulent  purpose, 
the  transaction  cannot  be  avoided  in  this  kind  of  a  proceed- 
ing. BleUer  v.  Moore^  94  Wis.  385.  There  is  no  claim  that 
any  such  vicious  design  existed,  and  hence  the  ruling  of  the 
trial  court  was  right. 

By  ths  Court, —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 
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Sheakbr  and  another,  Respondents,  vs.  Beownb  and  wife, 

imp.,  Appellants. 

liarch  16 — April  4, 1899. 

Surviving  partner:  Title  to  assets:  Administrator'a  sale:  Mechanics* 

liens:  Assignment 

!•  Where  the  materials  for  which  a  lien  is  claimed  were  furnished  by 
one  who,  as  surviying  partner,  was  carrying  on  the  business  for- 
merly conducted  by  a  firm,  the  debt  is  due  to  him  individually,  axi.<i 
he  may  assign  the  claim  as  if  there  had  never  been  any  partner- 
ship. 

2.  No  interest  in  such  debt  or  right  to  a  lien  is  conveyed  by  an  admin- 
istrator's sale  of  the  interest  of  the  deceased  partner  in  the  firm, 
but  merely  a  right  to  share  in  the  net  proceeds  of  the  assets  of 
the  business  when  it  is  closed  upi 
a  A  right  to  a  mechanic's  lien  can  be  assigned  only  under  the  limita- 
tions and  conditions  prescribed  in  sec.  8316,  Stata  1898,  and  is  waived. 
by  an  assignment  not  complying  with  that  section. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Waupaca 
county :  Chas.  M.  "Webb,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

The  plaintiffs  sue  to  foreclose  a  subcontractor's  lien  upon 
premises  of  the  defendant  Brovme  for  material  claimed  to 
have  been  furnished  the  principal  contractor,  Easmussen., 
under  the  following  circumstances:  Prior  to  August  6, 1894r, 
the  plaintiff  Shea/rer  and  one  George  Fox  were  copartners 
in  the  lumber  business,  under  the  name  of  Shearer  &  Fox. 
On  that  date  Fox  died,  and  Shearer  continued  to  conduct 
the  business,  using  the  firm  name  therefor.  Shortly  after- 
wards he  was  appointed  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Fox. 
The  material  in  question  was  furnished  between  November 
3,  1894,  and  January  9, 1895.  A  notice  of  subcontractor's- 
lien  was  given  in  February,  and  on  July  5th  claim  for  lien, 
was  filed.  On  August  5,  1895,  Shearery  as  administrator, 
sold  the  interest  of  Fox  in  the  partnership  business  and 
assets  at  auction  to  the  widow,  Grace  Fox,  who  immedi- 
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ately  thereupon  transferred  to  the  plain  tiflf  John  F.  Ja/rdine 
the  interest  so  purchased  by  her,  and  thereupon  a  new  firm 
was  organized,  consisting  of  the  plaintiffs,  to  which  each 
contributed  as  capital  his  interest  in  the  said  assets,  both 
chattels  and  choses  in  action,  of  the  old  firm.  All  of  these 
transfers  and  transactions  were  verbal  merely.  Suit  was 
commenced  September  21, 1895. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  E,  L.  <b  E.  E. 
Browne^  and  oral  argument  by  E,  E.  Brovme. 

For  the  respondents  there  was  a  brief  by  Lord  cfe  Wheder^ 
and  oral  argument  by  F.  F.  Wheeler. 

» 
Dodge,  J.    Numerous  questions  affecting  the  rights  of 

the  parties,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  were  urged,  to  a  con- 
sideration of  some  of  which  numerous  other  facts  would 
have  been  material.  But  the  view  we  take  of  one  of  these 
questions  seems  to  render  discussion  of  the  others  unneces- 
sary. 

It  is  a  fact  uncontroverted  that,  at  the  time  the  materials 
constituting  the  basis  of  the  lien  claim  here  made  were  fur- 
nished, plaintiff  Shearer  was  running  the  business  as  surviv- 
ing partner.  That  being  the  case,  the  title  to  the  property 
was  in  him,  and  the  debt  for  the  material  furnished  was  due 
to  him,  as  absolutely  and  individually  as  if  there  had  never 
been  any  partnership.  Boys  v.  VilaSy  18  "Wis.  169;  Zaio- 
rence  v.  VUas,  20  Wis.  381,  391 ;  Sherman  v.  Kreuly  42  Wis. 
33;  Ma/rtin  v,  Morris^  62  Wis.  418,  427;  17  Am.  &  Eng. 
Ency.  of  Law  (1st  ed.),  1154, 1173,  et  aeq.  The  only  differ- 
ence resulting  from  the  fact  of  his  being  a  surviving  partner 
was  that  he  owed  a  duty,  after  disposing  of  all  assets  and 
paying  all  debts,  to  account  to  the  estate  of  his  deceased 
partner  for  the  proper  share  of  the  net  proceeds.  But  this 
gave,  neither  to  him  as  administrator  nor  to  those  bene- 
ficially interested  in  that  estate,  any  interest  whatever  in 
-either  the  stock  of  lumber  or  choses  in  action.    This  being 
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the  situation,  the  conveyance  of  this  demand  against  Raa- 
mussen  to  a  partnership  consisting  of  himself  and  Jardin^ 
'was   an  assignment  of  such  demand,  legal  and  eflfectivo. 
Whereas,  prior  to  that  time  it  was  a  debt  due  Shea/rer^  upon 
which  he  alone  could  have  sued  either  at  law  for  a  money 
judgment  or  to  enforce  a  lien,  by  the  assignment  it  becamo 
the  joint  asset  of  the  partnership,  upon  Avhich  suit  must  bo 
brought  by  both.    We  must  not  ba  understood  as  holding- 
that  the  sale  by  Shearer ^  as  administrator,  of  the  interest  of 
his  deceased  partner  in  the  firm,  was  an  assignment  of  this 
account.    That  was  a  transfer  of  a  mere  equity  to  a  share 
in  the  net  proceeds  of  all  the  assets  of  that  business,  and  con- 
veyed no  interest  in  this  particular  chose  in  action.    Romr- 
merdahl  v.  Jackson^  cmte^  p.  444.     Such  tr&nsaction  is  en- 
tirely distinguishable  from  that  by  which  the  title  to  this 
specific  asset,  amongst  others,  was  transferred  from  Shearer 
to  the  new  firm  of  Shearer  &  Jardine  as  joint  owners. 

At  an  early  day  this  court,  in  Caldwell  v.  LoAjorence^  10 
Wis.  331,  adopted  the  view  that  a  right  to  a  mechanic's  lien 
was  so  distinctly  a  personal  and  individual  privilege  that  it 
was  waived  and  destroyed  by  an  assignment.    The  position 
taken  in  that  case  has  never  been  departed  from.     It  was 
reiterated  and  enforced  in  Tewhsbury  v,  Branson^  48  Wis. 
681,   and  referred  to  as  still  maintained  in  Bernhardt  v. 
Hicey   98  Wis.  678.     Inasmuch  as  the  rule  so  laid  down  in 
1860,  Tvith  only  the  modifications  accomplished  by  statute, 
has  been  through  so  many  years  recognized  as  the  law  of 
this  state,  it  should  now  be  held  settled,  and  there  is  no  oc- 
casion to  consider  the  extremely  variant  views  maintained 
by  other  courts.     Starting,  then,  with  the  principle,  laid 
down  in  Caldwell  v.  Lawrence^  that  at  common  law  no  as- 
signment of  a  right  to  mechanic's  lien  could  be  made,  and 
that  an  assignment  of  the  claim  destroyed  that  right  to  lien, 
as  ruled  in  TewJcabury  v.  Bronaon^  the  statute  (Stats.  1898, 
sec.  3316),  with  the  limitations  and  conditions  therein  con- 
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tained,  grants  and  must  measure  all  assignability  which  ex- 
ists. Among  those  limitations  we  find  the  requirement  that 
the  assignment  must  be  in  writing,  and  notice  thereof  must 
be  given  to  the  owner  of  the  property  within  fifteen  days 
thereafter,  neither  of  which  was  complied  with  in  this  case. 
We  arc  therefore  constrained  to  hold  that  the  right  to  a 
mechanic's  lien  has  been  waived  by  assignment,  and  that  no 
judgment  of  foreclosure  should  have  been  rendered  against 
the  appellants. 

By  the  Court. —  Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 


SiPBS,  Eespondent,  vs.  Decker,  imp..  Appellant. 

March  16  —  AprU  4, 1899. 
Equity:  Parol  a>greement  to  convey  land;  Fraud, 

1.  Before  a  court  of  equity  will  enforce  an  alleged  parol  agreement  to 
convey  land  there  must  be  shown  a  specific  agreement  to  oonTey^ 
based  upon  a  good  consideration.  A  mere  intention,  even  though 
repeatedly  asserted  and  partly  executed,  is  not  enough. 

2l  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given  by  T.  on  lands  purchased 
by  him  from  plaintiff's  husband,  since  deceased,  a  daughter  of  the 
grantor  answered  by  way  of  counterclaim  that  while  residing  in 
Kansas  she  had  been  induced  by  her  father  to  move  to  Wisconsin 
and  reside  with  him  by  promises  that  if  she  would  do  so  she  should 
have  the  lands  in  question;  that  her  father  had  then  given  her  the 
lands  upon  the  condition  that  she  should  give  him  one  third  of  the 
crops  raised  thereon  during  his  lifetime;  that  she  had  accepted  the 
gift  and  entered  into  x>ossession  of  the  premises,  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  was  still  in  possession  thereof;  that  while  ill 
her  father  had  caused  a  deed  of  said  lands  to  her  to  be  prepared, 
but  was  induced  by  the  fraud  and  undue  influence  of  the  plaintiff  not 
to  execute  it;  and  that  while  feeble  in  mind  and  body  he  had  been 
induced,  by  like  fraud  and  imdue  influence,  to  convey  the  lands 
to  T.  and  take  back  the  note  and  mortgage  in  plaintiff's  name  for 
a  part  of  the  purchase  money.  Hdd^  that  no  legal  or  equitable 
right  of  the  daughter  in  the  lands  was  shown  which  would  war- 
rant the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity. 
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AppEiLL  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Waupaca 
county :  Chas.  M.  Webb,  Circuit  Judge.    Affi/rmed. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Lord  dk  Wheeler^ 
and  oral  argument  by  F,  F.  Wheder. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Goodrick  dk  Oood- 
rick  and  CormelZ  <&  Rwrt^  and  oral  argument  by  E.  J,  Oood- 
rick. 

Oassodat,  C.  J.    This  is  an  action  to  foreclose  two  notes 
and  a  mortgage  upon  real  estate  for  the  aggregate  amount 
of  $1,788,  executed  July  19, 1894,  by  the  defendants  Ernes- 
tine and  Warren  C.  Topping  to  the  plaintiff,  and  recorded 
July  20, 1894.    The  complaint  is  in  the  usual  form,  and  the 
other  defendants  are  joined  as  subsequent  claimants.    The 
mortgagors  made  no  answer, but  the  defendant  Eloina  Decker 
separately  answered  and  admitted  nearly  all  the  allegations 
of  the  complaint,  except  that  she  denies  that  her  interest  in 
the  mortgaged  premises  is  subsequent  to  the  lien  of  the  mort- 
gage ;  and  for  an  equitable  counterclaim  she  therein  alleges, 
in  effect,  that  December  20, 1851,  John  Sipes,  who  was  the 
husband  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  thee  execution  of  the 
notes  and  mortgage,  married  one  Louisa  M.  Watson ;  that 
one  George  G.  Sipes  and  the  defendant  Elvina  were  the  law- 
ful issue  of  such  marriage;  that  John  Sipes  and  Louisa  lived 
and  cohabited  together  from  the  time  of  their  marriage  until 
1867,  when  Louisa,  mother  of  George  and  Elvmay  obtained 
a  divorce,  which  was  duly  rendered  December  9, 1867;  that 
July  31, 1877,  John  Sipes  married  the  plaintiff,  who  was  at 
that  time  a  widow  and  had  two  children;  that  John  at  that 
time  owned  the  mortgaged  premises  described;  that  from 
1885  to  1892  Elvina  resided  in  Elansas;  that  her  father  vis- 
ited her,  and  urged  her  to  come  to  Waupaca  county,  and 
said  that  if  she  would  she  should  have  the  lands  in  question ; 
that  he  wrote  her,  urging  her  to  come  and  reside  upon  such 
lands,  and  stated  that  her  husband  could  carry  on  the  meat 
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business;  that  in  pursuance  of  such  statements  and  solicita- 
tions she  complied  with  such  request,  and  abandoned  her 
•  home  in  Kansas,  and  came  to  Waupaca  county  November 
27, 1892,  when  her  father  gave  to  her  ail  of  the  lands  de- 
scribed, upon  the  condition  that  she  would  give  him  one 
third  of  the  crops  raised  thereon  during  his  lifetime;  that 
Elvina  accepted  such  gift,  and  entered  into  the  actual  and 
peaceable  possession  tliereof,  and  continued  in  such  posses- 
sion thereafter,  and  that  the  same  was  with  the  knowledge 
of  the  plaintiff;  that  November  27,  1893,  her  father  was 
taken  ill,  and  remlained  feeble  and  in  poor  health,  off  and 
on,  from  that  time  -until  his  death ;  that  March  22, 1894:,  her 
father  caused  a  deed  of  the  lands  from  himself  and  his  wife 
to  her  to  be  made  out,  but  he  was  induced,  by  and  through 
the  cunning,  artifice,  deceit,  and  undue  influence  of  the 
plaintiff,  not  to  execute  and  deliver  the  same;  that  July  19, 
1894,  her  father,  while  feeble  in  mind  and  body,  and  in  fraud 
of  her  rights,  and  by  cunning,  artifice,  deceit,  fraud,  and 
overpersuasion  of  the  plaintiff,  conveyed  the  land  by  war- 
ranty deed  to  the  defendant  Ernestine  Topping  in  considera- 
tion of  $2,200,  and  took  back  the  notes  and  mortgage  in  the 
name  of  the  plaintiff  in  part  payment  of  the  purchase  price 
therefor,  and  that  the  same  was  done  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  Elvina;  that  at  the  same  time  the  plaintiff 
also  procured  the  balance  of  the  purchase  price  of  the  land, 
$412,  for  herself;  that  April  5, 1895,  her  father  died,  at  the 
age  of  seventy-three ;  that  her  father  had  owned  other  real 
estate,  of  the  value  of  $2,000,  which  he  had  conveyed  to  the 
plaintiff;  that  she  had  been  informed  and  believed  that  dur- 
ing the  time  her  father  was  ill,  and  up  to  the  time  of  his 
death,  the  plaintiff  said  to  him  that  JElvina  had  robbed  him 
once  and  would  again,  that  she  had  never  done  anything  for 
him,  and  never  would,  and  that  she  went  off  and  left  him 
with  only  a  bed  and  a  couple  of  quilts ;  that  such  several 
statements,  if  made,  were  false  and  untrue,  and  that  she 


"WiB.]  JAJ^TJAK"5^  TERM,  1899^  691 

-rsL  Decker. 


Sipes 


loved  and  respected  her  father,  and  had  done  all  she  could 
to  assist  and  oomf  ort  him. 

The  answer  prayed  judgment  that  the  plaintiff  take  notii^ 
ingbyher  action;  that  the  real  estate  be  adjudged  to  be 
the  property  of  EVoina^  or,  if  beyond  the  reach  of  the  oourt, 
then  that  tlie  notes  and  mortgage  be  surrendered  up  and 
turned  over  to  the  estate  of  John  Sipes.  The  plaintiff  re- 
plied to  tho  equitable  counterclaim  by  way  of  admissions 
and  denials. 

After  tlie  plaintiflf  had  proved  her  case  and  rested,  and  a 
witness  had.  been  sworn  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  Eltriti^y 
the  plaintiff  objected  to  any  evidence  under  the  counterclaim, 
and  the  conrt  sustained  the  objection  on  the  ground  that  it 
did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  an  equitable  cou.ii- 
terclaim.  Thereupon,  and  upon  appropriate  findings  of 
fact  and  conclusions  of  law  establishing  the  plaintiff's  claim 
as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  judgment  of  foreclosure  and  soie 
was  entered,  and  from  that  judgment  the  defendant  Elvi^rta 
Decker  appeals. 

The   mortgagors  held  a  warranty  deed  of  the  mortgag^ed 
premises,  executed  by  the  plaintifif  and  her  husband.    Thi^ir 
title  to  the  land,  subject  to  the  mortgage,  was  not  and  cox^ld 
not  1>©    successfully  questioned,  upon  the  pleadings  in  fctils 
action.       True,  the  appellant  alleges  that  she  was  in  posses- 
sion ^wtien  the  deed  was  delivered  and  the  mortgage  gi'V^n 
back,  xinder  a  parol  agreement  to  work  the  land  on  shsLxr^s 
and  give  her  father  one  third  of  the  crops  raised  thereon ;  l3xit 
her  father  had  died  several  months  prior  to  the  commei:x<3^- 
ment  of  the  action,  and  hence  such  alleged  parol  agreem.^  nt 
had  terminated.    There  is  nothing  in  the  answer,  if  p;ox^^ci, 
whiclx  -would  justify  a  court  in  finding  that  the  appellxxxti's 
father*  tad  not  fully  performed  all  the  promises  he  had  rciai^cj^ 
in  respect  to  giving  her  the  lands.    The  mere  fact  tha.t   \x^ 
had  stated  to  her  and  others  that  he  intended  to  give  her  tlae 
lands,  or  that  the  lands  should  be  hers  when  he  got  throvi^j^ 
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with  the  same,  or  that  he  caused  a  deed  of  the  lands  to  be 
drawn,  but  which  the  plaintiff,  through  cunning,  artifice, 
deceit,  and  undue  influence  induced  him  never  to  execute 
or  deliver,  is  no  ground  for  taking  the  notes  and  mortgage 
from  the  plaintiff  and  giving  them  to  the  appellant .  or  to 
the  estate  of  John  Sipes. 

The  theory  of  the  appellant  seems  to  be  that  the  plaintiff 
took  the  notes  and  mortgage  subject  to  a  parol  agreement 
of  her  husband  to  convey  the  lands  to  the  appellant,  and 
that  the  trial  court,  as  a  court  of  equity,  should  have  en- 
forced such  parol  agreement.  But  before  a  court  of  equity 
can  thus  decree  there  must  be  a  specific  agreement  to  con- 
vey, based  upon  a  ggod  consideration.  The  counterclaim 
fails  to  disclose  such  an  agreement.  A  mere  intention,  re- 
peatedly asserted  and  partially  executed,  is  not  enough. 
The  appellant's  father  owned  the  land.  He  had  the  legal 
right  to  dispose  of  it  as  he  saw  fit,  subject  to  his  wife's  dower 
and  homestead  rights.  The  counterclaim  alleges  no  legal 
or  equitable  right  in  the  appellant  to  the  lands  which  would 
justify  the  court  in  setting  aside  the  transaction.  Counsel 
for  the  plaintiff  refers  to  the  statutes  of  frauds  and  decisions 
under  them.  Stats.  1898,  sees.  2302,  2304,  2305.  But  it  is 
unnecessary  to  resort  to  those  statutes,  or  such  decisions,  in 
order  to  defeat  the  contentions  of  the  appellant.  The  trial 
court  was  clearly  right. 

By  the  Cov/rt. — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 
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Thobnb,  Eespondent,  vs.  ^tna  Instjbakob  Company  op  BL^bt- 

FOED,  CoNNEcrrioiJT,  Appellant. 

March  16  ^  April  4, 1899. 
Chattel  mortgages:  Conditional  delivery:  Parol  evidence:  Fire  insurance^ 

1.  Parol  evideixce  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  written  contract,  not 
under  seal,  of  which  there  has  been  manual  tradition,  was  not  to 
become  binding  until  the  happening  of  some  event  or  ascertain* 
ment  of  some  fact,  but  not  that  the  contract  was  to  be  presently 
binding  and  to  become  void  on  the  happening  of  some  event. 

13.  In  an  action  on  an  insurance  policy  which  the  insurer  claimed  had 
been  rendered  void  by  the  giving  of  a  chattel  mortgage  on  the 
property  insured,  the  mortgagee's  attorney  testified  that  he  asked 
the  insured  for  a  mortgage  imtil  he  received  notice  of  the  entry  of 
a  judgment  against  her;  and  the  insured  testified  that  the  attorney 
"  asked  if  I  was  willing  to  have  this  mortgage  executed  for  a  few 
days,  until  the  judgment  was  entered,  when  it  should  be  null  and 
void,  and  I  told  him  I  wa&"  The  mortgage  was  at  once  filed,  but 
the  note  which  it  secured  was  never  returned,  although  it  was  a^ 
certained  after  a  day  or  two  that  the  judgment  had  been  entered 
before  the  mortgage  was  given.  Held,  that  the  evidence  would  not 
sustain  a  finding  that  the  mortgage  was  not  to  go  into  effect  if  the 
judgment  had  already  been  entered. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Waupaca 
county:  Chas.  M.  Webb,  Circuit  Judge.    Reversed. 

This  is  an  action  upon  a  fire  insurance  policy  of  $1,000 
upon  the  plaintiflE's  stock  of  millinery,  situated  at  Clinton- 
ville,  Waupaca  county,  Wisconsin,  which  was  partially  de- 
stroyed by  fire  March  21, 1895.  The  defense  was  that  a 
chattel  mortgage  upon  the  property  was  executed  Novem- 
ber 23, 1894,  during  the  life  of  the  policy,  and  in  violation 
of  one  of  the  provisions  of  the  policy,  by  which  the  policy 
was  avoided  if  the  property  insured  was  chattel-mortgaged. 
In  addition  to  this  defense,  it  was  claimed  by  the  defendant 
that  the  plaintiflE's  damage  did  not  exceed  two  or  three  hun- 
dred dollars. 

Vol.  102  —  38 
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On  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  policy  was  issued  June 
21, 1894;  that  in  November,  1894,  the  plaintiff  was  indebted 
to  J.  E.  Jenner  &  Co.  to  an  amount  of  more  than  $500 ;  and 
that  the  claim  was  put  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Guernsey,  an  at- 
torney at  Clintonville,  who  commenced  suit  upon  the  claim 
November  1, 1894.  No  defense  was  put  in,  and  on  the  21st 
or  22d  of  November  Guernsey  made  affidavit  of  no  answer, 
and  mailed  all  the  papers  to  the  clerk  of  the  court,  at  "Wau- 
paca, the  county  seat,  some  fifty  or  sixty  miles  distant,  for 
the  entry  of  judgment  by  default.  On  the  23d  of  Novem- 
ber, 1894,  Mt8,  Thome  gave  a  note  and  mortgage  upon  the 
stock  in  question,  payable  to  Jenner  &  Co.,  for  the  amount 
of  their  claim;  but  it  was  claimed  that  this  mortgage  was 
given  under  an  agreement  that,  if  judgment  had  already 
been  entered  by  the  clerk  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  mort- 
gage, the  mortgage  should  be  of  no  effect. 

A  special  verdict  was  rendered  in  the  case  as  follows: 
•  "  (1)  Did  the  plaintiff  on  the  23d  day  of  November,  1894, 
execute  written  instruments,  purporting  on  their  face  to  be 
a  note  and  chattel  mortgage  to  J.  E.  Jenner  &  Co.,  for  the 
sum  of  $561.95 ;  said  mortgage,  on  its  face,  purporting  to 
incumber  her  stock  of  millinery  goods  mentioned  and  de- 
scribed in  the  policy  of  insurance  issued  by  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff,  upon  which  this  action  was  commenced? 
A.  (By  the  court.)  Yes.  (2)  Were  the  said  note  and  chat- 
tel mortgage  executed  and  delivered  to  F.  M.  Guernsey, 
agent  of  J.  E.  Jenner  &  Co.,  upon  an  agreement  with  the 
plaintiff  {Mtb.  Thome)  that  such  note  and  mortgage  should 
be  void  and  of  no  effect  in  case  judgment  had  been  previously 
entered  in  the  action  of  J.  E.  Jenner  &  Co.  against  her  {Mrs. 
Thorne)'i  A.  Tes.  (3)  Did  the  plaintiff  deliver  the  said 
note  and  mortgage  to  the  said  agent,  Guernsey,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  creating  a  lien  upon  her  said  stock  of  goods,  without 
reference  to  the  time  when  said  judgment  should  be  dock- 
eted ?    A.  No.    (4)  Was  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  she  exe- 
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of  the  policy,  then  the  policy  was  avoided,  by  its  terms,  and 
she  could  not  recover.  So  the  question  presented  was  simply 
whether  the  mortgage,  which  was  in  form  executed  to  Jenner 
&  Co.,  and  delivered  to  Guernsey,  was  in  fact  an  effective 
mortgage.  If  it  was  effective,  even  for  a  few  days,  it  would 
avoid  the  policy. 

The  plaintiff  endeavored  to  avoid  the  forfeiture  by  claim- 
ing that  though  the  mortgage  was  signed,  delivered,  and 
placed  on  file,  still  this  was  all  done  under  an  agreement 
that  it  should  only  be  effective  in  case  judgment  upon  the 
Jenner  claim  had  not  been  entered  by  the  clerk  of  the  court 
at  Waupaca,  and  should  not  be  effective  for  any  purpose  in 
case  such  judgment  had  been  already  entered.  The  principle 
is  quite  well  settled  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show 
that  a  written  contract,  not  under  seal,  of  which  there  has 
been  manual  tradition,  was  not  to  become  a  binding  contract 
until  the  performance  or  occurrence  of  some  condition  pre- 
cedent resting  in  parol.  J^uUing  v.  Minnesota  K  Ins.  Co.  98 
Wis.  26,  and  authorities  there  cited;  Wilson  v.  Powers^  131 
Mass.  539;  Fym  v.  Campbell,  6  El.  &  Bl.  3Y0;  2  Taylor,  Ev. 
§  1135,  Chamberlayne's  notes;  2  Jones,  Ev.  §  478.  This  rule 
approaches  closely  to  an  infringement  upon  the  principle 
that  a  written  contract  cannot  be  varied  or  contradicted  by 
parol,  and  hence  it  is  justly  observed  that  such  a  defense  is 
subject  to  suspicion,  and  that  the  rule  should  be  cautiously 
applied  and  the  facts  clearly  proven.  Reynolds  v.  Robinson, 
110  K.  T.  654.  Furthermore,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the 
rule  is  that  it  may  be  shown  that  the  contract  is  not  to  be- 
come binding  until  the  happening  of  some  event  or  ascertain- 
m^ent  of  some  fact,  but  not  that  the  contract  is  to  be  presently 
binding  and  to  become  void  on  the  happening  of  some  event. 
If  a  contract  is  executed  and  delivered  with  intent  to  take 
effect,  it  is  not  to  be  thereafter  avoided  by  Virtue  of  a  con- 
dition annexed  to  the  delivery  by  parol.  Here  is  the  difll- 
culty  in  this  case:  the  second  finding  of  the  special  verdict 
is  that  the  note  and  mortgage  were  executed  under  an  agree- 
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^as  avold^?,.*  ''*^^**  mortga^,  and  the  policy  of  ins«^^^,®. 

*^«  iiiterpreiir''"^^-    ^"^^^  ''^  **^'  testimony  also  8«PP°;^ 

"^^^noez^Z:/^  *f  .*  f^^"'^  "mortgage  i^^^**^  f^atv* 

iiml^a^.,,"^^^'  ^hen  It  homd  be  auU  and  void  *^*^^ioTvc« 
^H^nd  the  not  ^"^^     ?'  '^"<^  *^«  "mortgage  V^  ?U«^ 

'^^  the  giving  Of  !^  ^^^J^^gment  had  been  e^i^^^l)  «^V; 
.7*  this  meani^*  'f  !  JT?^^'  ^^^'^  Persuasivei:^  ^Voo  oi 
*!»«  evidence  co^S  fj'*^'''^-     ^"^  ^^*'  examiC-- Prepon- 

derance of  the    « '^i^^  "'  *''**  *^«  °1«*^  a^d  stroo^     "^^t  atxY 
agreement  so  j^^^dence  supports  this  view,  if  io      ^^?,  this 

^"dingistobe  J?^^*""''**'^^  ^""^  ^^^''  "^^^e,  and  th^^*>    ^\,  ,* 

*^«  mortgage  -T^^'^^t^'aed  as  meaning  that  it  was  ag-t-^e****^*'' 

inent  had  not  b  ^^  °°*  ***  ^°  ^»^t<>  ®^®°^  ^*  all  unless   -fc  J=ae  judg- 

'^t  aside,  as  s^sS^^  entered  at  the  time,  the  finding    amust  be 

^hese  remarks  ^\  ^^^  °*®^*'  preponderance  of  the    ^-vrideQCe. 

a^d  these  views  SSl  ^  "^^^^  to  the  third  finding  of    -fcfae  mvy, 

TTe  do  not  tl^^T^t^^^  ^^eversal  of  the  judgnx^^^  ^^ 

Ja  tie  court  ^asi^y^^itxaged^as  so  clear  and  o^^^^^.^^ 
^JDxyand  award/n     ^^^  in  setting  aside  the    :Qj,..  ^  J 
P°%.    T^epro^f1,f?  tU^pUtiflf  tie  full  amou^^^/lf 
fo,t  ^  ^^"-^— Jul^^^^e  was  far  from  sat,sfacto^*  -^  ^Ae 
^"'"^ewwal.  '^^^^nt  revex^eJ,  «nd  action  ^^^^^ 
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Hooper,  Respondent,  vs.  Hooper,  Appellant. 

March  17—Apnl  4,  1899. 
Divorce:  Alimony:  Allowance  in  gross. 

1.  Under  sec.  2364,  Stats.  1898  (providing  that  in  actions  for  divorce 

the  court  may  adjudge  to  the  wife  such  alimony  out  of  the  estate 
of  the  husband,  for  her  support  and  maintenance,  as  it  shall  deem 
just  and  reasonable,  having  always  due  regard  to  the  situation  of 
the  parties  and  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case),  the  court  is  not 
limited  to  making  an  allowance  payable  at  stated  periods,  but  may 
allow  a  sum  of  money  payable  in  gross. 

2.  In  an  action  for  divorce  brought  by  the  wife  it  appeared,  among 

other  things,  that  the  parties  were  about  sixty  years  of  age,  had 
been  married  twenty  years,  and  occupied  a  high  social  position; 
that  defendant  had  property  worth  $80,000,  and  received  a  large 
"  income  therefrom  as  well  as  from  his  professional  business;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  without  fault  except  such  as  the  defend- 
ant was  in  duty  bound  to  condona  Held,  that  an  allowance  to  the 
plaintiff  of  |7,000  payable  in  gross,  together  with  a  monthly  allow- 
ance equal  to  about  one  seventh  of  the  defendant's  income,  was 
not  excessiva 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Waupaca 
county:  Chas.  M.  Webb,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

The  appeal  is  from  that  part  of  the  judgment  in  a  divorce 
action  awarding  a  permanent  allowance  to  plaintiff.  Plaint- 
iff was  sixty  and  defendant  sixty-one  years  of  age  at  the 
time  of  the  trial.  They  had  lived  together  as  man  and  wife 
about  twenty  years,  during  which  time  plaintiff  helped  to 
rear  to  ages  of  maturity  five  children  of  defendant  by  his 
first  wife,  who  were  from  four  to  seventeen  years  of  age  at 
the  time  of  the  second  marriage.  When  such  second  mar- 
riage took  place  defendant  was  worth  about  $40,000  and 
plaintiff  not  anything.  During  a  few  years  preceding  the  trial 
defendant  gave  his  children  property  aggregating  $20,000 
in  value,  and  was  worth,  when  the  case  was  decided,  $80,000, 
yielding  a  yearly  income  of  about  $4,200,  and  he  had  in  ad- 
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dition  a  large  law  practice.  In  addition  to  wearing  apparel 
and  personal  property,  when  the  cause  was  decided  plaintiff 
was  possessed  of  $500  given  to  her  by  defendant,  $950  be- 
queathed to  her  by  an  aunt,  and  about  $700  a<5cumulated  by 
keeping  boarders  subsequent  to  February,  1895,  when  the 
separation  between  the  parties  took  place.  In  addition  she 
had  a  claim  against  defendant  for  $500  on  account  of  a  mar- 
riage gift.  The  divorce  was  granted  upon  two  grounds, 
either  being  adequate,  and  one  free  from  any  circumstance 
of  excuse  or  palliation  in  the  conduct  of  plaintiff.  There 
was  awarded  to  plaintiflf  out  of  defendant's  property,  as  her 
separate  estate,  $7,000  and  $100  per  month  during  her  life, 
in  lieu  of  dower  rights  in  defendant's  real  property,  and  in 
full  discharge  of  all  plaintiflf's  rights  therein  and  all  claims 
upon  defendant's  estate.  Judgment  was  rendered  accord- 
ingly. 

C.  D.  Clevdwndy  for  the  appellant. 

For  the  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Quarlea^  Spence  db 
QtcarleSy  and  oral  argument  by  T.  W.  Spence. 

Marshall,  J.  Appellant's  complaint  seems  to  be  wholly 
of  the  award  of  a  gross  sum  of  money  as  part  of  the  perma- 
nent alimony.  The  monthly  allowance  of  $100,  it  is  sug- 
gested, may  be  materially  increased,  if  thought  best,  without 
complaint  from  appellant,  if  the  decree  giving  plaintiff  an 
estate  of  her  own  out  of  appellant's  property  be  reversed. 
We  have,  with  care,  searched  appellant's  brief  in  vain  for 
some  good  reason  or  the  citation  of  some  authority  to  sup- 
port his  claim.  It  is  quite  novel.  It  is,  as  we  understand  it, 
that  in  such  a  case  no  provision  should  be  made  for  a  di- 
vorced wife  other  than  an  allowance  payable  at  stated  periods 
by  the  former  husband,  sufficient  for  her  support.  That  was 
the  old  doctrine  of  the  ecclesiastical  courts  when  alimony 
meant  an  allowance  for  the  support  of  a  wife  while  living 
-apart  from  her  husband  under  a  sentence  of  judicial  separa- 
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tion,  the  relations  of  husband  and  wife  in  some  respects  still 
existing  between  the  parties,  the  sentence  being  subject  to 
termination  and  full  marriage  relations  substantially  subject 
to  resumption  at  the  will  of  the  parties.  Then  no  duty  was 
recognized  to  support  a  fully  divorced  wife.  No  reason 
whatever  exists  now  for  such  a  rule.  Under  our  statutes  ali- 
mony may  go  with  a  divorce  dissolving  the  bonds  of  matri- 
mony and  restoring  the  parties  to  their  original  situation  of 
being  strangers  to  each  other,  so  far  as  concerns  marriage 
relations  in  any  sense,  as  well  as  with  a  divorce  from  bed  and 
board.  The  power  of  the  court,  where  the  circumstances,  in 
the  discretion  of  the  trial  court,  seem  to  demand  or  justify 
it,  is  as  ample  to  allow  a  sum  of  money  payable  in  gross  as 
alimony,  as  one  payable  in  instalments  or  a  monthly  allow- 
ance. There  can  be  no  doubt  about  that.  In  WiUiama  v. 
WUliamSy  36  Wis.  362,  it  is  said  that  it  is  quite  as  competent 
for  the  court  to  assign  to  the  wife  absolutely  a  specific  por- 
tion of  the  husband's  estate  or  to  order  the  payment  of  a 
gross  sum  of  money  as  to  award  an  annual  allowance.  Sec. 
2364,  Stats.  1898,  provides  that  "the  court  may  adjudge  to 
the  wife  such  alimony  out  of  the  estate  of  the  husband,  for 
her  support  and  maintenance,  ...  as  it  shall  deem  just 
and  reasonable,  .  .  having  always  due  regard  to  the 
legal  and  equitable  rights  of  each  party,  the  ability  of  the 
husband,  the  special  estate  of  the  wife,  the  character  and 
situation  of  the  parties,  and  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case." 
Thus  the  manner  in  which  the  wife's  allowance  shall  be 
secured  to  her  is  left  entirely  to  the  court  to  be  exercised  as 
justice  seems  to  require,  having  regard  to  the  particular  facts^ 
of  each  case.  So  the  question  of  whether  the  right  judg- 
ment for  alimony  was  rendered  here  comes  down  t3  whether 
proper  judicial  discretion  was  exercised  in  administering  the 
statute;  and  on  that  subject  the  rule  is  that  the  decision  of 
the  trial  court  will  not  be  disturbed  unless  manifestly  unjust. 
It  is  not  only  permissible  to  make  an  allowance  to  a  di- 
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vorced  wife  payable  in  gross,  but  in  many,  and  in  the  judg- 
ment of  some  courts  in  most,  cases  it  is  the  best  method  of 
settling  the  pecuniary  relations  of  the  parties.  The  trouble 
and  unhappiness  often  resulting  from  keeping  up  some  sort 
of  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  between  parties  who  are, 
legally,  strangers  to  each  other,  yet  so  embittered  by  previous 
marital  relations  as  to  render  embarrassing  and  exceedingly 
unpleasant  any  communication  of  one  with  the  other  even 
as  to  strictly  business  matters,  is  well  known  to  all  persons 
of  average  experience  in  life.  The  divorced  husband  often 
feels  that  the  obligation  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  at  stated 
periods  to  his  former  wife  is  an  unjust  burden  and  one  to  be 
avoided  if  possible,  which  feeling  ordinarily  grows  more  in- 
tense as  time  continues.  The  divorced  wife  is  generally 
made  to  feel  that  she  stands  in  a  position  of  a  mere  pen- 
sioner, living  from  day  to  day  on  forced  contributions 
grudgingly  made  by  one  who  looks  upon  her  as  an  unjust 
incumbrance.  In  that  way  the  wrong  to  the  wfif e  caused  by 
breaking  up  her  home  is  made  to  bear  unnecessarily  harshly 
upon  and  disquiet  her  subsequent  life.  Observations  along 
this  line  were  made  in  Williams  v.  WHUama^  resulting  in  a 
conclusion  that  where  there  is  an  absolute  divorce  it  is  advis- 
able to  end  all  relations  between  the  parties,  leaving  them 
entirely  independent  of  each  other,  if  that  can  be  practicably 
done;  that  such  unhappy  controversies  as  this  should  be 
ended  in  such  a  way  as  to  dissolve  all  financial  relations  as 
effectually  as  all  marriage  relations,  leaving  nothing  that 
will  unnecessarily  mar  the  subsequent  life  of  the  parties. 

The  learned  trial  court  proceeded  on  the  line  indicated  in 
Williams  v.  Williams j  and  with  wise  comprehension  of  the 
needs  of  the  situation  solved  it  in  such  a  way  as  to  leave 
plaintiff  practically  independent  of  appellant.  That  situa- 
tion was  as  follows:  A  wife  sixty  years  of  age  who  had  oc- 
cupied a  high  social  position  as  the  companion  of  a  man 
about  her  own  age,  for  some  twenty  years;  a  man  possessed 
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of  property  of  the  value  of  $80,000  at  his  own  figures,  and 
of  a  large  income  therefrom,  as  well  as  from  professional 
business ;  no  stain  was  on  the  life  of  the  wife  palliating  the 
act  constituting  one  of  the  causes  entitling  plaintiff  to  a  di- 
vorce; no  fault  of  the  wife  appeared  which,  in  law  and  good 
morals,  the  husband  was  not  in  duty  bound  to  condone,  and 
which  if  he  had  condoned,  instead  of  transgressing  the  obli- 
gations of  marriage  in  a  way  that  the  wife  could  not  over- 
look and  was  not  called  upon  by  any  law  or  duty  to  do  so, 
they  might  have  continued  to  live  together  as  husband  and 
wife  down  to  the  end  of  their  joint  lives.  In  that  situation 
the  court  said  that  the  matrimonial  bonds  should  be  dissolved 
and  the  divorced  wife,  so  far  as  consistent  with  certainty  of 
future  support,  should  be  made  independent  of  her  divorced 
husband.  To  accomplish  that  he  awarded  her,  as  and  for  a 
separate  estate,  less  than  one  tenth  of  appellant's  property, 
taking  his  own  figures  for  the  value,  and  further  allowed 
her  a  monthly  instalment  amounting  to  about  one  seventh  of 
appellant's  income,  considering  that  derived  from  his  prop- 
erty and  a  fair  income  from  his  business  as  well.  It  was 
further  provided  that  such  monthly  instalments  should  be  se- 
cured upon  appellant's  property  so  as  to  reduce  to  the  mini- 
mum the  danger  of  difficulty  or  unpleasantness  to  plaintiff  in 
respect  to  collecting  her  income. 

It  is  useless  to  try  to  test  the  justness  of  that  determina- 
tion by  any  rule,  because  there  is  none  that  can  be  applied. 
Precedents  are  helpful,  of  course,  but  no  two  cases  are  alike. 
It  is  often  said  in  a  general  way  that  an  allowance  from  a 
moiety  to  a  third  or  less  of  the  husband's  income  or  estate 
is  proper,  according  to  circumstances.  The  age  of  the  par- 
ties is  to  be  taken  into  consideration,  their  social  station,  their 
previous  life,  their  health,  their  family,  the  responsibilities 
of  the  respective  parties  after  the  separation  as  to  the  care 
and  support  of  children,  the  circumstances  leading  up  to  such 
separation,  the  fault  which  destroyed  the  home,  the  guilty 
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party,  the  palliating  circumstances  if  any,  the  length  of  time 
the  parties  lived  together,  the  amount  and  character  of  the 
husband's  property,  his  earning  capacity,  and  that  of  the 
wife  as  well,  and  all  the  circumstances  that  in  justice  bear 
in  any  way  upon  the  situation.  Testing  the  judgment  ap- 
pealed from  in  that  way,  we  are  constrained  to  say  that, 
while  the  learned  circuit  judge  who  tried  the  case  amply 
provided  for  the  future  needs  of  plaintiff,  he  dealt  so  liberally 
with  appellant  that  he  has  not  only  no  reason  to  complain, 
but  should  rather  feel  supreme  satisfaction  in  reflecting 
over  the  result.  The  plaintiff  is  made  substantially  inde- 
pendent of  appellant  at  a  cost  to  him  of  from  one  seventh 
to  one  tenth  of  his  income  and  estate,  and  he  is  entirely 
freed  from  obligations  to  plaintiff,  with  whom  he  does  not 
desire  and  has  no  right  to  live  as  her  husband.  He  goes  free 
and  has  the  great  bulk  of  his  property  and  the  income  there- 
from and  his  future  earnings  as  well,  aside  from  the  amount 
to  be  paid  to  his  former  wife,  freed  of  any  claim  by  her,  so 
that  he  may  dispose  of  the  same  as  he  sees  fit. 

It  is  not  true  by  any  means  that  in  such  circumstances  the 
allowance  to  the  wife  should  be  limited  to  just  enough  for 
her  support,  and  that  payable  as  she  needs  it,  as  appellant 
seems  to  urge.    There  is  no  reason  for  such  a  rule,  and  no 
authority  for  it  that  has  been  called  to  our  attention,  and 
none  that  we  are  able  to  find.    Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  sup- 
port from  appellant  in  a  way  consistent  with  his  wealth  and 
station.    Besides  that,  she  possessed  an  inchoate  interest  in 
all  his  real  estate  and  was  one  of  his  heirs  presumptive,  all 
of  which  has  been  taken  from  her,  and  the  protection  to 
which  she  was  entitled  under  the  marriage  contract  as  well, 
and  in  lieu  of  that  she  has  received  the  alimony  complained 
of.    In  Williams  v.  'Williams  there  was  one  child  nineteen 
years  of  age^  the  husband  worth  $20,000  at  a  rather  high 
valuation  of  mostly  unproductive  real  estate,  a  homestead 
and  household  effects  worth  some  less  than  $2,000,  and  per- 
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sonal  property  about  sufficient  to  pay  his  debts,  many  of 
which  were  pressing  him.  He  had  no  certain  income.  On 
such  facts  this  court  rendered  judgment  allowing  to  the  di- 
vorced wif 6  $3,000  besides  the  homestead  and  household  fur- 
niture ;  a  far  more  liberal  allowance,  as  appears,  than  the  one 
made  in  the  decree  appealed  from.  If  precedents  are  to  be 
relied  upon  as  controlling,  Williams  v.  Williams^  which  has 
never  been  criticised,  is  sufficient  for  this  case. 

More  has  already  been  said  than  was  really  required  or 
would  have  been  said  but  for  the  earnestness  with  which 
appellant  contends  that  injustice  has  been  done  to  him. 
However  hard  he  may  have  tried  to  look  at  the  situation  in 
which  he  was  placed  with  an  unbiased  mind,  he  evidently 
has  not  been  able  to  do  that  successfully.  To  us  no  reason 
whatever  is  perceived  for  complaint  by  him  of  the  judgment 
appealed  from. 

Some  minor  questions  are  mentioned  and  discussed  in  ap- 
pellant's brief,  which  have  been  considered.  They  are  not 
of  sufficient  significance,  however,  to  affect  the  decision  on 
this  appeal. 

By  the  Ocmrt. — The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 
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City  of  Maeshfibld,  Eespondent,  vs.  Wisconsin  Tblephonb 

Company,  imp..  Appellant 

March  IV-^AprU  4, 1899. 
Telephone  companies:  Right  to  use  hightvays:  Municipal  regulation. 

1.  The  right  given  to  telegraph  and  telephone  conlpanies  by  sec.  1778» 

Stats.  18d8,  to  construct  and  maintain  their  lines  upon  or  along  high- 
ways, is  subject  to  all  reasonable  regulations  made  by  the  respective 
municipalities. 

2,  A  municipality  may,  in  the  exercise  of  a  reasonable  discretion,  pro- 

hibit the  setting  of  telephone  poles  in  certain  of  its  street& 
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Uity  OI  Mareimetu  v*  ^'— ^^g^- 

n^uncil  autbority  ^^^^^ets* 

a  Where  a  city  charter  gives  the  <50^'^^^ne  poles,  etc,  in^*^  ^^^eets 
late  by  ordinance  the  placing  of  *'®^®P  ^  ^e  placed  in  *^  ^^  tb^^ 
and  provides  that  no  obstruction  s      ^  ^^  ^^^^.^  ^^^^tx^et  o* 
without  a  written  permit  from  *?®     ^me  the  time  and  ^  ^ea^  ^^ 
said  board  shall  have  power  to  dete      ^^  g^^iect  to  a^^  ^\eV^^^!^ 
using  streets  for  the  placing  ^^ J'^^^^f ers  no  right  upon  *      ^\s&^^ 
the  council,  sec.  1778,  Stats.  18VJ».  ^  ^.^  ^-^y  without  ^"^^^  ^c'o^r^ 
company  to  occupy  the  8t^®®*^^ougb  no  regulation  as  ^^o"^^  ^^t 
of  the  proper  authorities,  ®^®?   ^ion  for  sucb  permissiot^    fd^^^xfif^ 
has  been  adopted;  but  ^P^^^ks  and  a  reasonable  tim^  ^j>  9»V^ 
made  to  the  board  of  P^^^^^-ction  proves  unsatisfactotf  ^  c 

that  body  to  act,  and  if  i*^  ^^^  t^et® 

should  be  taken  to  the  co^^  ^^  timely  apP^^^^*^^^  ^  ^^^  t^ 
4.  In  the  absence  of  a  Prop^^J*  ^.j^^  ^^^^  y^  no  right  to  ^ 
public  works  in  such,  a  c^"^ 


lo 


compel  it  to  act. 


^^.r- 


Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  circmt  court  for  Wood 

poration  organizea  under  tne  ^^^^  «  , .  ^^^  to  oO 
ized  by  its  chartei-  to  build  telephone  ^^.^^^.^^  ^^^e 
telephone  business    in  this  state.  cities  and  ^cf 

different  telephoixe    exchanges  m        ^^  connecting    ^ 
Wisconsin,  with,    -wires  strung  on  p     ^^^^^ges  in  otUo' 
changes  with  eacli  other  and  with^J^     ^        ^^  Steve-o^^ 
It  has  constructed   a  line  from  t^  passing  3^^^ . 

westerly  to  the  city  of  Chippewa  ^^  j^a/rahM^'  ^^^ 
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and  for  more  than  five  years  it  has  uniformly  denied  to  all 
persons  the  privilege  of  placing  telephone,  telegraph,  electric 
light,  or  other  poles  in  or  along  the  same.  In  February, 
1898,  the  city  granted  to  R  L.  Kraus  and  K.  W.  Doege  an  ex- 
clusive permit  for  fifteen  years  to  erect  and  maintain  a  sys- 
tem of  wires  and  poles  upon  the  streets  of  said  city,  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  a  telephone  exchange  therein,  upon 
certain  conditions  specified  in  the  ordinance,  and  under  the 
direction  of  the  board  of  public  works. 

On  October  14,  1898,  the  defendant  with  a  force  of  men 
commenced  the  erection  of  a  run  of  poles  from  the  intersec- 
tion of  its  main  line  with  Central  avenue,  southerly  along 
said  avenue  toward  the  central  and  main  portion  of  the 
city,  and  placed  and  set  a  number  of  poles  therein,  without 
permission  of  any  of  the  city  authorities.  The  latter  ob- 
jected to  this  procedure,  and  under  their  direction  the  poles 
so  set  were  chopped  down  and  removed.  Thereupon  the 
city  commenced  this  action  to  restrain  defendants  from 
placing  any  poles  on  Central  avenue,  or  in  any  of  the  streets 
of  the  city,  except  «nder  the  direction  and  with  the  consent 
of  the  board  of  public  works;  claiming  that  the  digging  up 
of  the  soil  and  pavement  and  the  placing  of  poles  in  said 
street  would  be  a  permanent  injury  and  obstruction  thereto. 
A  temporary  injunction  was  obtained  and  served.  There- 
uj)on  defendants  obtained  an  order  to  show  cause  why  the 
in  junctional  order  should  not  be  vacated.  On  the  hearing 
the  defendants  submitted  a  modified  motion,  to  the  effect 
that,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  defendants 
should  be  restrained  from  constructing  their  line  upon  Cen- 
tral avenue,  then  that  the  order  be  so  modified  as  to  permit 
the  line  to  be  constructed  upon  some  other  streets  in  said 
city.  Both  motions  were  denied,  and  the  original  order  was 
allowed  to  stand.  This  appeal  is  to  review  the  order  deny- 
ing the  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  Miller^  Noyes^  Mil- 
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ler  &  WahZ,  and  oral  argument  by  Geo.  P.  Miller.     They 
contended,  inter  alia:  1.  The  streets  in  the  city  of  Ma/rah- 
field  belong  to  the  public,  not  to  the  city.     The  city  has  no 
proprietary  ihterest  in  a  street.    The  construction  and  main- 
tenance of  a  telephone  line  in  a  street  is  a  public  use  of  the 
street,  the  authority  for  which  must  be  derived  from  the 
legislature.     2   Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  (4th  ed.),  §§  656,  675 ; 
Paine  L,  Co.  v.  OshJcosh^  89  "Wis.  460;  MUwaickee  v.  M.  & 
B.  E.  Co.  7  Wis.  86;  Sheboygcm  v.  S.  c&  F.  du  L.  R.  Co.  21 
"Wis.  667;  Janeaville  v.  Carpenter^  77  Wis.  297;  Waukeahc^ 
H.  M.  S.  Co.  V.  WaukesJia^  83  Wis.  480 ;  NeMoro  v.  Nest,  85 
Wis.  128;  Trester  v.  Sheboygam,,  87  Wis.  500.  Power  to  regu- 
late and  control  streets  does  not  authorize  the  common 
council  to  grant  telephone   or  other  franchises.    Dams  v. 
New  TorJc,  14  K  T.  606 ;   2  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  §§  715-717. 
The  city  of  Marshfield,  under  its  charter,  had  not  only  no- 
authority  to  grant  any  telephone  franchise,  but  particularly 
not  an  exclusive  franchise.     An  exclusive  franchise  can  be 
granted  by  the  legislature  or  by  a  municipality  upon  ex- 
press legislative  authority.     Jackson  Co.  H.  B.  Co.  v.  Inter- 
state B.  T.  R.  Co.  24  Ted.  Bep.  306;  Wright  v.  Nagle,  101 
TT.  S.  791;  New  OrUcms  G.  Co.  v.  Louisiana  L.  Co.  115  U.  S. 
653;  Sagincm  G.  L.  Co.  v.  Saginaw,  28  Fed.  Rep.  534;  State 
V.  Milwaukee  G.  L.  Co.  29  Wis.  454.    2.  By  the   general 
statutes  of  the  state,  authority  is  given  to  all  telephone  com- 
panies to  place  poles  along  the  streets  and  highways  of  the 
state.    Sec.  1778,  Stats.  1898.    This  statute  was  copied  from 
Massachusetts  (Laws  of  1849,  ch.  93).     Sec.  3  of  the  Massa- 
chusetts act  provides  that  the  poles  shall  be  located  where 
the  local  authorities  may  provide.      Yowng  v.  Yarmouth,  9 
Gray,  388,  389.     That  section  was  not  re-enacted  in  Wis- 
consin ;  and  under  our  statute  the  company  was  authorized 
to  place  its  poles  along  the  highways  of  the  state  without 
the  local  authorities  being  required  to  first  authorize  the 
location  of  the  poles.     3.  Sec.  1778,  authorizing  the  con- 
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struction  of  telephone  lines  upon  the  streets  of  a  city,  does 
not  deprive  the  city  of  its  police  control.  State  ex  rd.  Wis. 
Td.  Co,  V,  Ja/nesviUe  St.  i?.  Co.  87  Wis.  79,  and  cases  cited. 
The  company  had  the  right  to  place  its  lines  of  poles  along 
the  streets  of  the  city,  subject  to  the  right  of  the  city  to 
pass  regulating  ordinances  in  the  exercise  of  its  police 
power;  but  the  city  could  not. wholly  exclude  the  company. 
Wis.  Td.  Co.  V.  Oshhoah,  62  Wis.  40.  4.  Sec.  7,  ch.  XI,  of 
the  Marskfield  city  charter  (ch.  160,  Laws  of  1891)  does  not 
change  the  general  rule  that  telephone  companies  can  con- 
struct their  lines  along  streets  without  first  obtaining  per- 
mission from  the  local  authorities.  6.  A  court  of  equity 
will  not,  by  injunction,  enforce  a  void  exclusive  telephone 
ordinance.  Even  a  municipality  coming  into  a  court  of 
equity  must  be  willing  to  do  equity  or  relief  will  be  'denied. 
P.  A.  Williams,  attorney,  arid  B.  R.  Ooggins,  of  counsel, 
for  the  respondent,  argued,  among  other  things,  that  while 
the  streets  in  the  city  of  Ma/rshfield  belong  to  the  public,  the 
city  has  nevertheless  full  control  of  its  streets,  and  in  this 
respect  represents  the  public  in  relation  thereto.  Waukesha 
H.  M.  S.  Co.  V.  Waukesha,  83  Wis.  475;  Jamestown  v.  C,  B. 
&  N.  R.  Co.  69  Wis.  648;  2  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  (4th  ed.), 
§  659;  Madison  ^.  Mayers,  97  Wis.  399,  413;  Eau  Claire  v. 
Matske,  86  Wis.  291 ;  Neshkoro  v.  Nest,  85  Wis.  126.  The 
erection  of  a  run  of  poles  along  a  public  street  not  only  re- 
sults in  the  temporary  digging  up  and  disturbance  of  its 
soil  and  pavement  (as  in  Waukesha  H.  M.  S.  Co.  v.  Wauke- 
sha, supra),  but  also  results  in  its  permanent  obstruction,  and 
is  a  nuisance  per  se.  2  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  §  698 ;  Elliott, 
Koads  &  S.  478,  and  cases  cited ;  Keasbey,  Electric  Wires, 
45;  State  v.  Berdetta,  73  Ind.  185,  193;  St.  Louis  v.  W.  U. 
Td.  Co.  148  TJ.  S.  92.  Telephone  companies  are  authorized 
by  law  to  enter  upon  the  highways  and  streets  of  the  state 
only  upon  condition  that  they  obtain  from  the  respective 
towns,  cities,  and  other  municipalities  the  consent  of  their 
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several  governing  bodies.    JSds  v.  Am.  T.  <b  T.  Co.  143 
N.  T.  138;  Zehrm  v.  MUwaukee  JE  B.  &  L.  Co.  99  Wis. 
83;  Chicago  <b  If.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Jf.,  R.  <fe  K.  E.  R.  Co.  95 
Wis.  561.    A  telegraph  or  telephone  line  cannot  be  codl— 
structed  on  a  public  highway  or  street,  except  with  the  con-— 
sent  of  the  state.     2  Cook,   Stock,  §§  930,  931 ;  PeopW^ 
Rail/road  v.  Memphis  Ra4Zroad^  10  Wall.  38,  51;  Cater  ^^• 
Northwestern  Tel:  Exch.   Co.  60  Minn.  539.    The  genera,! 
plan  in  f(Hrce  in  most  of  the  states  is  for  the  legislature,  ixx 
reference  to  such  matters,  to  give  its  consent  by  genersbl 
enactment  in  advance,  but  requiring  the  consent  of  the  mu- 
nicipality in  each  individual  case.    2  Cook,  Stock,  §  913  ; 
2  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  §  719 ;  Elliott,  Roads  &  S.  484,  and. 
cases  cited.    And  privileges  granted  by  the  legislature  to 
such  corporations  are  strictly  construed  against  the  corpo- 
ration, and  nothing  passes  but  what  is  granted  in  clea«xr 
and  explicit  terms.    People  ex  rel.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.   v. 
Newton^  112  N.  T.  397.     Even  where  the  power  of  the  mix— 
nicipality  is,  by  the  legislature,  restricted  to  the  designation, 
of  the  streets  and  of  the  manner  of  placing  the  poles  therein., 
proper  application  to  the  proper  authorities  is  held  to  be  a, 
condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  set  up  poles.    New  Yor^ 
d&  N.  J.  Td.  Co.  V.  East  Orange,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  490;  Brooms 
V.  N.  T.  <&  N.  J.  Td.  Co.  49  N.  J.  Law,  624;  New  York  d& 
N.  e/l  Td.  Co.  V.  Broome,  50  N.  J.  Law,  432;  Wim;t&r  v.  N.  JT. 
dk  N.  J.  Td.  Co.  61  N.  J.  Law,  83.    See,  also,  Suburha/n  L. 
<Ss  JP.  Co.  V.  Boston^  153  Mass.  200;  Pierce  v.  Drew^  136 
Mass.  75. 

Babdeen,  J.  Both  parties  admit  the  public  character  of 
the  streets  of  a  city  and  the  almost  omnipotent  control  of 
the  legislature-  over  their  use.  The  city  does  not  own,  and 
cannot  alien,  its  streets.  It  cannot  rightfully  authorize  ob- 
structions therein  without  legislative  authority.  Its  duties 
and  obligations  with  respect  thereto  are  defined  in  its  char- 
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ter.  The  general  law  grants  powers  and  privileges  to  persons 
or  corporations  like  the  defendant  company,  to  be  exercised 
by  municipal  consent  or  subject  to  municipal  limitations. 
Sec.  1778,  Stats.  1898,  under  the  interpretation  of  this  court, 
authorizes  the  use  of  the  highways  of  this  state  by  corpora- 
tions like  the  defendant,  by  their  poles  and  wires,  provided 
they  are  so  set  as  not  to  obstruct  or  incommode  the  public 
use  thereof.  Wis.  Tel,  Co.  v.  Oshkoah^  62  Wis.  32;  Roberts 
V.  Wis.  Tel.  Co.  77  Wis.  589.  And  see  Staie  ex  rel.  Wis.  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Ja/nesviUe  St.  R.  Co.  87  Wis.  72.  It  is  conceded  by 
appellant  that  this  section  does  not  deprive  cities  of  their 
power  of  police  control  over  the  manner  in  which  such  work 
shall  be  done,  and  that  they  may  adopt,  by  ordinance,  all 
reasonable  regulations  for  the  location  and  use  of  telephone 
poles  and  wires  in  the  streets.  Sec.  4,  subch.  IV,  ch.  160, 
Laws  of  1891  (plaintiff's  charter),  provides:  "The  common 
council  shall  have  authority  by  ordinances,  resolutions,  by- 
laws or  regulations:  .  .  (26)  To  lay  out,  make,  open 
and  keep  in  repair,  alter  or  discontinue,  any  highways,  streets, 
lanes  and  alleys,  and  to  keep  them  free  from  incumbrances 
and  to  protect  them  from  injury.  (27)  To  establish  and  alter 
the  grades  of  streets,  and  to  regulate  the  manner  of  using  the 
streets  in  said  city,  and  to  protect  the  same  from  injury  by 
vehicles  used  thereon." 

Construing  similar  provisions  in  the  charter  of  the  city  of 
Janesville,  this  court,  in  87  Wis.  72,  before  cited,  said:  "There 
can  be  no  question,  at  this  late  day,  but  that  our  municipal 
corporations  may  make  all  reasonable  regulations  for  the 
location  and  use  of  electric  wires  in  the  streets,  and  require 
all  reasonable  safeguards  for  the  same.  The  question  is  virt- 
ually settled  in  this  state  by  our  own  decisions."  The  au- 
thorities and  decisions  there  cited  seem  fully  to  warrant  that 
conclusion.  That,  in  the  exercise  of  this  power,  the  city 
authorities  may  go  so  far  as  to  prohibit  the  incumbering  by 
telephone  poles  of  certain  of  its  streets,  in  the  exercise  of  a 
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reasonable  discretion,  is  equally  clear.    Such  right  neces- 
sarily follows  from  the  grant  of  the  power  to  regulate.     It 
is  also  implied  from  the  fact  that  the  dominant  purpose  of 
a  stireet  is  for  public  passage,  and  any  appropriation  of  it  by 
a  legislative  sanction  to  other  objects  must  be  deemed  to  be 
in  subordination  to  this  use,  unless  a  contrary  intent  is  clearly 
expressed.    Hudson  River  Tel.  Co,  v.  Watervliet  T.  cfe  Ji.  Co. 
135  N".  T.  393;  Ctica  v.  TJUca  Td.  Co.  24  App.  Div.  361.   Or, 
to  state  the  rule  in  another  way:  "  All  legislative  grants  to 
private  corporations  to  occupy  streets  with  electrical  appli- 
ances are  impliedly,  if  not  expressly,  subject  to  the  police 
powers  of  the  municipality,  both  to  dictate  and  to  change  the> 
location  of  such  plant."    MonongaJiela  v.  Monongahela  E.  i. 
Co.  4  Am.  EL  Cas.  53. 

But,  it  is  said,  the  city  of  Ma/rahfield  has  never  passed 
any  ordinance  or  by-law  regulating  the  placing  of  poles  in 
its  streets,  and  it  is  argued  that,  as  defendants  were  not  vio- 
lating any  regulation  in  that  respect,  this  action  cannot  be 
maintained.    Sec.  7,  subch.  XI,  of  the  charter  provides :  "  No 
building  shall  be  moved  through  the  streets  or  obstructions 
be  placed  therein  without  a  written  permit  therefor  granted 
by  the  board  of  public  works;  said  board  shall  have  power 
to  determine  the  time  and  manner  of  using  the  streets  for 
laying  or  changing  water  pipes,  or  placing  and  maintaining 
electric  lights,  telegraph  and  telephone  poles;  provided, how- 
ever, that  the  decision  of  said  board  in  this  regard  may  be 
appealed  to  the  common  council."    This  provision  gives  to 
the  board  of  public  works  ample  power  to  exercise  control 
over  the  streets  of  the  city,  subject  to  appeal  to  the  council. 
"Whether  it  gives  them  the  power  to  totally  prohibit  the  in- 
cumbering of  the  streets  of  the  city  by  telephone  poles  is 
not  necessary  to  decide.    The  city  makes  no  such  claim,  but 
it  does  insist  that  its  streets  shall  not  be  so  incumbered  ex- 
cept under  the  direction  of  the  proper  officers. 

The  record  shows  that  the  defendant  Gallagher,  repre- 
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senting  the  company,  went  to  Mr.  Hoffman,  the  chairman 
of  the  board  of  public  works,  about  11  a.  m.  of  October  14th, 
and  said  he  was  ready  with  a  crew  of  men,  and  wished  the 
consent  of  the  board  to  set  a  line  of  poles  along  Central  ave- 
nue from  its  main  line  to  the  business  part  of  the  city.  He 
was  informed  that  the  chairman  had  no  power  to  give  such 
consent,  that  some  of  the  members  were  out  of  the  city,  but 
that  a  meeting  of  the  board  would  be  called  not  later  than 
the  evening  of  that  day  to  act  upon  such  request.  Gallagher 
replied  that  he  was  ready  with  his  men  to  set  the  poles,  and 
would  not  wait  for  such  meeting;  that  his  instructions  were 
to  set  the  poles  immediately,  and  he  would  do  so,  independent 
of  the  board  or  the  other  city  authorities,  which  he  forthwith 
proceeded  to  do  until  forced  to  stop.  It  is  such  conduct  as 
this  that  creates  and  fosters  feelings  of  prejudice  against 
corporations.  It  was  in  utter  disregard  of  the  city's  rights. 
The  city  had  theretofore  granted  a  franchise  for  a  local 
exchange.  Under  it  the  local  company  had  a  right  to  use 
certain  of  the  streets  for  its  poles,  under  the  direction  of  the 
board.  It  cuts  no  figure  in  this  case  that  the  franchise  was 
exclusive  for  a  limited  time.  If  it  was  wrong,  it  did  not 
justify  the  defendant  in  committing  another  wrong.  The 
fact  that  the  common  council  had  adopted  no  ordinances,  or 
the  board  of  public  works  had  passed  no  regulations,  in  re- 
lation to  pole  setting,  affords  the  defendant  no  justification 
for  its  procedure.  While  it  is  true  the  city  might  have 
enacted  ordinances  on  the  general  subject  of  the  incumber- 
ing of  the  street,  yet  from  the  very  nature  of  the  situation 
it  was  impossible  to  anticipate  the  needs  or  desires  of  a  com- 
pany coming  in  as  the  defendant  did.  Before  the  board 
could  act  intelligently,  it  was  necessary  for  them  to  know 
something  about  the  desires  and  intentions  of  parties  de- 
siring to  use  the  streets.  When  the  situation  had  sufficiently 
developed  that  the  board  could  act  understandingly,  it  be- 
came its  duty  to  act,  and  to  act  reasonably.    It  was  likewise 
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incambent  upon  the  defendant  to  make  its  purposes  and 
Tvishes  known  to  the  board,  and  to  give  them  a  reasonable 
time  to  take  action.    The  defendant  had  no  right  to  en.'b^r 
upon  the  streets  of  the  city,  even  though  no  prohibitory  ox- 
dinances  had  been  passed,  and  occupy  them  as  it  please^ci, 
and  set  up  poles  that  were  obstructions,  at  will.    Its  riglat 
to  go  upon  the  streets  with  its  structures  was  limited  by  bbe 
charter  provisions  mentioned,  and,  until  it  had  complied 
with  their  requirementSj  it  was  without  legal  justification. 
Here  was  a  city  of  5,000  people,  with  waterworks,  electiric 
lights,  a  local  exchange,  and  paved  streets.    Considerations 
of  local  pride  seemed  to  demand  that  their  main  busimess 
street,  in  the  business  center,  should  be  kept  clear  of  o1t>- 
structions  or  incumbrances.    The  board  had  an  undoub-fcod 
right,  in  the  exercise  of  a  reasonable  discretion,  to  prohibiti 
the  incumbering  of  Central  avenue  with  wires  and  polos. 
The  discretion  of  that  body  could  be  controlled  by  the  coun- 
cil on  appeal.    It  was  not  within  the  power  of  the  couii<3il 
to  determine  the  time  when  or  the  manner  in  which  defeixci- 
ant  might  set  up  its  line,  except  in  the  exercise  of  its  appel- 
late jurisdiction  over  the  board. 

We  do  not  say  that  the  city  has  the  right  to  entirely^  o:x- 
clude  the  defendant  from  entering  the  city,  because,  under 
the  facts,  that  question  is  not  before  us.     We  do  hold,  how- 
ever, that,  before  the  defendant  can  occupy  any  of  the  streets, 
application  should  be  made  to  the  board  of  public  works, 
and  a  reasonable  time  given  for  that  body  to  act.    Its  ac- 
tion is  subject  to  review  by  the  council,  on  appeal,  if  not 
satisfactory.    In  the  exercise  of  its  powers,  the  council  may 
consider  that  the  rights  of  the  defendant  under  the  general 
law  are  in  subordination  to  the  police  powers  vested  in  the 
city  authorities,  and  may  adopt  ail  reasonable  regulations 
necessary  to  prevent  its  streets  from  being  obstructed  or  in- 
cumbered.    If  it  acts  contrary  to  law,  no  doubt  an  ample 
remedy  exists. 
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^Defendant's  so-called  modified  motion  must  also  fail.  The 
court  will  not  assume  to  control  the  action  of  the  board  of 
public  works.  When  a  proper  and  timely  application  has 
been  made  to  the  board,  they  may  be  compelled  to  act. 
Until  then  the  court  has  no  right  to  interfere. 

By  the  Court —  The  order  of  the  circuit  court  is  aflirmed. 


Western  Wheeled  Scrapeb  Company,  Kespondent,  vs. 

Chippewa  County,  Appellant. 

March  17 — April  4, 1899. 

Contracts:  Construction:  Warranty:  Notice  of  defects:  Evidence:  Court 
a^djury:  Counties:  Ultra  vires:  Purchase  of  stone<rusher. 

1,  The  defendant  county  agreed  to  purchase  a  stone-crusher  of  plaintiff 

under  a  contract  warranting  the  machine  to  be  thoroughly  made, 
of  good  material  and  workmanship,  and  capable  of  doing  the  work 
for  which  it  was  intended,  and  providing  that  three  days  should  be 
allowed  for  testing  the  machinei  at  the  expiration  of  which  the 
county  agreed  to  make  settlement  Hetd,  that  the  county  was  not 
obliged  to  accept  the  machine  unless  it  was  demonstrated  during 
such  three-days  test  that  it  was  cai)able  of  crushing  such  rock  as 
existed  in  the  county,  without  breakage  of  substantial  parts. 

2.  The  contract  in  such  case  also  provided  that,  if  any  part  of  the  ma- 

chinery should  prove  defective  or  fail  to  fiU  the  warranty,  the 
defendant  should  notify  the  plaintiff,  etc.,  and  that  continued  pos- 
session of  the  machine  for  thirty  days  after  it  was  set  up  should  be 
conclusive  proof  that  it  fulfilled  the  warranty.  Held,  that  such 
notice  was  required  only  where  defects  were  discovered  after  the 
machine  had  been  tested,  and  not  where  it  failed  to  meet  the  pre- 
scribed tests  made  under  plaintiff's  supervision. 
a  In  an  action  on  such  contract  the  defendant  pleaded  failure  of  the 
machine  to  comply  with  the  warranty,  and  its  evidence  tended  to 
show  that  it  was  rejected,  by  the  committee  of  the  county  board 
having  the  matter  in  charge,  at  the  end  of  the  third  day's  test,  be- 
cause of  defects  in  the  swinging  die;  that  an  arrangement  was 
then  made  between  one  member  of  said  committee  and  plaintiff's 


TV  IS.]  JAISTJAKY  TEKM,  1899.  615 


Western  'Wheeled  Scraper  Ca  vs.  Chippewa  County. 


agent  by  which  the  latter  was  to  take  possession  of  the  machine, 
obtain  new  dies,  and  run  it  for  the  town  of  which  said  member  was 
chairman;  that  a  majority  of  the  committee  were  present  at  the 
test,  but  that  the  machine  worked  no  more  satisfactorily  than  be- 
fore.    On  the  other  hand  the  plaintifiTs  evidence  tended  to  sho'W 
that  the  committee  agreed  to  said  further  test;  that  it  continued 
four  and  three-fourths  days;  and  that  the  machine  worked  satis- 
factorily during  such  time,  except  that  the  swinging  die  began  to 
show  signs  of  wear,  but  not  sufficient  to  disable  the  machine.    HelcL^ 
that  it  was  error  for  the  court  to  submit  to  the  jury  only  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  last-mentioned  test  was  made  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  the  first  die  was  found  defective. 
4  Under  sea  1808,  Stals.  1898  (authorizing  the  county  board  to  adof>ti 
main  traveled  roads  as  county  highways,  to  keep  the  same  in  re- 
pair, and  to  designate  other  roads  for  the  purpose  of  making  repa.ir-3 
thereon  without  adopting  them  as  county  roads),  a  county  may  pur- 
chase a  stone-crusher;  and  the  fact  that  a  purpose  was  expressed, 
to  rent  such  machine  to  the  several  towns  did  not  take  away  suoLk. 
power. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Dunrx 
county:  E.  W.  Helms,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  C.  B.  Culiertson.^ 
district  attorney,  and  W.  M.  Bowe^  and  oral  argun^ent  \>y 
Mr.  Bowe. 

For  the  respondent  the  cause  was  submitted  on  the  brief 
of  Connor  <&  Leonard. 

Cassodat,  0.  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover  $915,  as  tho 
purchase  price  of  a  rock-crushing  machine.  The  complaint 
was  upon  a'  contract  therefor,  which  was  in  writing,  aii<i 
consisted  of  a  written  order,  signed  by  a  committee  of  th.^ 
defendant's  board  of  supervisors,  dated  April  18,  1896,  to 
the  effect  th^t  the  plaintiff  should  ship  to  the  defendant  on. 
or  about  April  26,  1896,  subject  to  the  conditions  therein. 
named,  "one  No.  10  Western  Stone  Crusher,"  described  ; 
that  the  plaintiff  should  furnish  a  competent  man  to  super^ 
intend  the  putting  of  the  above  machinery  in  place;  that 
**  the  Western  Stone  Crusher  is  warranted  to  be  thoroughly 
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made,  and  of  good  material  and  workmanship,  capable  of 
doing  the  work  for  which  it  is  intended,  without  breakage, 
for  the  term  of  one  year  from  date  of  sale ; "  that  "  we  guar- 
antee the  9x15  machine  to  crush  from  ten  to  twenty  tons 
per  hour,  with  two-inch  toggle,  according  to  nature  of  ma- 
terial,—  other  sizes  in  like  proportion;"  that,  "after  the 
above  machine  is  set  up  and  ready  for  work,  three  days* 
time  shall  be  allowed  for  testing,  at  the  expiration  of  which 
time  we  agree  to  make  settlement ; "  that,  "  if  any  part  of 
the  machinery  should  prove  defective,  or  fail  to  fill  the  war- 
rant in  accordance  with  the  terms  named  herein,  we  agree 
to  notify  the  Western  Wheeled  Scraper  Co,,,  at  Aurora,  111., 
and  also  the  agent  from  whom  the  goods  were  purchased ; " 
that  the  "  company  shall  be  given  a  reasonable  time  to  rem- 
edy the  defects  and  to  make  the  machinery  do  the  work 
as  warranted,  and  we  are  to  render  them  friendly  assist- 
ance ; "  that,  if  it  is  not  able  to  make  the  machinery  do  the 
work  warranted,  it  thereby  agrees  to  remove  them  at  its 
own  expense,  and  to  refund  any  payment  that  has  been 
made;  that  continued  possession  of  the  machine  for  thirty 
days  after  the  same  is  set  up  shall  be  deemed  conclusive 
proof  that  it  has  fulfilled  the  warranty,  unless  notice  in 
writing  to  the  contrary  is  received  by  the  Western  Wheeled 
Scraper  Compamfy^  as  before  stated ;  that "  for  abovcHspecified 
goods  the  price  is  to  be  |915,  which  amount  we  hereby  agree 
to  pay  "  as  therein  stated. 

The  complaint  further  alleges,  in  eflfect,  that  April  22, 
1896,  the  defendant  duly  accepted  and  confirmed  the  agree- 
ment to  so  purchase,  and  the  written  order  therefor,  and 
duly  ratified  ai^d  confirmed  the  acts  of  its  committee  in  re- 
lation thereto,  and  appointed  a  committee  of  five  of  its  board 
to  attend  the  testing  of  the  machine ;  that  the  plaintiff,  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  agreement  and  order,  duly 
delivered  the  machine  described  to  the  defendant,  and  at 
the  time  appointed  for  the  testing  of  the  same  the  plaintiff 
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fully  satisfied  and  fulfilled  every  requirement  as  to  the  kind 
and  capacity  of  the  machine  and  its  ability  to  do  the  work 
for  which  it  was  intended,  and  performed  and  fulfilled  all 
of  the  conditions  and  obligations  on  its  part  to  be  performed 
under  the  agreement  and  order,  and  demanded  the  purchase 
price,  which  the  defendant  neglected  and  refused  to  pay, 
or  any  part  thereof;  that  November  7,  1896,  the  plaintiff 
duly  filed  its  claim  for  the  purchase  price  with  the  county 
clerk;  that  November  18,  1896,  the  defendant,  by  its  board, 
of  supervisors,  disallowed  the  claim  and  every  part  thereof  ; 
that  December  31,  1896,  the  plaintiff  duly  appealed  to  the 
circuit  court  from  such  disallowance. 

The  defendant  answered  by  way  of  admissions,  denials, 
and  counter  allegations  to  the  effect  that  the  defendant's 
committee  and  the  agent  furnished  by  the  plaintiff  for  that 
purpose  met  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the  machine  May  7, 
1896,  and  afterwards,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  met  with, 
said  agent  for  further  tests  of  the  machine,  at  each  of  which, 
times  a  thorough  test  of  the  machine  was  made  by  said 
agent  and  the  defendant's  committee;  that  at  each  and  all 
of  such  tests  it  was  found  and  determined  by  the  committee, 
as  the  fact  was,  that  the  machine  was  defective  and  insuffi- 
cient and  failed  to  comply  with  the  warranty  contained  in. 
the  written  agreement,  in  the  following  particulars:  That 
the  machine  was  not  made  of  good  material,  that  the  work- 
manship was  not  good,  nor  was  the  machine  capable  of  doing 
the  work  for  which  it  was  intended,  or  any  other  work,  nor 
was  the  machine  capable  of  crushing  from  ten  to  twenty 
tons  of  rock  per  hour  with  two-inch  toggle,  or  otherwise, 
but  on  the  contrary  it  was  demonstrated  at  both  of  such  tests^ 
and  the  fact  was,  that  the  machine  would  work  for  only  a 
short  time,  and  then  important  and  essential  pajfts  of  the 
machine,  by  reason  of  inferior  workmanship  and  material 
and  by  reason  of  the  unfitness  of  the  machine  to  do  the  work 
for  which  it  was  intended,  would  become  broken,  worn  out, 
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and  useless,  and  the  machine  thereupon  would  become  inca- 
pable of  doing  any  work  whatever;  that  the  defendant  h^ 
complied  with  all  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  agreement 
on  its  part  to  be  performed,  and  notified  the  plaintiff  and 
its  agent  of  the  defects  and  insufiiciency  of  the  machine  and 
its  failure  to  comply  with  the  agreement,  and  had  given  the 
plaintiff  a  reasonable  time  to  remedy  the  defects  and  make 
the  machine  do  the  work  as  warranted,  and  rendered  the 
plaintiff  friendly  assistance,  but  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
able  to  make  the  machine  do  the  work  as  warranted,  or  com- 
ply with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  agreement;  that 
within  the  time  stipulated  in  the  contract  the  defendant  had 
rescinded  the  agreement  for  the  reasons  stated,  and  refused 
to  accept  of  the  machine,  and  thereupon  notified  the  plaint- 
iff, in  writing,  of  such  rescission  and  refusal,  and  returned 
the  machine  and  appliances  used  in  connection  therewith  to 
the  plaintiff. 

At  the  close  of  the  trial  the  court  submitted  to  the  jury  no. 
verdict,  but  only  one  question,  which,  with  the  answer  of  the 
jury  thereto,  is  as  follows:  "Q.  Was  the  day  the  third  test 
was  begun  a  reasonable  time,  after  the  first  die  was  found 
defective,  within  which  to  remedy  the  defect  in  the  machine 
by  the  plaintiff  company  ?  A.  Yes."  Thereupon  judgment 
was  entered  on  such  finding  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for 
$1,202.36  damages,  interest,  and  costs,  from  which  jndg- 
ment,  and  the  whole  thereof,  the  defendant  appeals. 

It  is  undisputed  that  several  different  tests  of  the  machine, 
as  provided  in  the  contract,  were  made  under  the  supervision 
of  the  plaintiff's  expert,  Warren,  and  its  agent,  Burk,  who 
sold  the  machine,  in  the  presence  of  the  defendant's  com- 
mittee; that  the  first  of  such  tests  took  place  May  7, 1896; 
that  such  test  was  continued  by  and  in  the  presence  of  the 
same  persons  May  8,  1896;  that  another  test  was  made  by 
and  in  the  presence  of  the  same  persons  May  18, 1896. 

There  is  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  tending  to 
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prove  that  the  defendant  supplied  the  power,  men,  and  ma- 
terial at  each  of  such  tests,  all  to  the  satisfaction  of  such- 
agents  of  the  plaintiflf ;  that  before  the  close  of  the  day  May" 
Y,  1896,  the  corrugations  broke  and  wore  off  the  swinging 
die,  and  the  product  or  rock  operated  upon  changed  froirx 
the  cubical  form  to  large,  flat  pieces;  that  the  test  was  com- 
menced May  8,  1896,  with  the  swinging  die  reversed;  thafc 
the  other  end  was  tried,  with  the  same  result  as  on  the  pre- 
vious day;  that  at  first  the  rock  was  properly  crushed,  but 
later  in  the  day  the  corrugations  chipped  off,  letting  coarse 
material  through;  that  the  plaintiff's  agents  acknowledged 
the  failure  of  the  test,  and  requested  a  postponement  of  tho 
third  day's  test,  so  as  to  allow  them  to  get  a  new  die ;  that 
such   agent  notified  the  plaintiff  accordingly,  and  a  new 
swinging  die  was  forwarded ;  that  the  third  day's  test  took 
place  May  18,  1896,  and  the  result  was  the  same  as  on  tlxo 
two  former  days;  that  at  first  the  work  was  satisfactory,  but 
that  after  the  machine  had  been  running  an  hour  or  two  th.o 
die  began  to  give  out;  that  they  continued  to  run  the  ma- 
chine a  little  over  a  half  a  day,  when  the  product  or  rock: 
operated  upon  began  to  change,  the  same  as  on  the  two  pre- 
vious days  (that  is,  the  rock  came  away  in  large,  flat  pieces, 
instead  of  smaller  pieces),  and  finally  they  quit  work  be- 
tween 3  and  4  o'clock  that  afternoon ;  that  the  defendant's 
committee  appointed  to  witness  such  test  thereupon  held  a 
meeting  near  the  place  of  such  test,  and  all  five  unanimously- 
agreed  to  and  signed  this  statement,  to  wit:  "Eagle  Point, 
May  ISth,  1896.    We,  the  committee,  find,  on  and  after  a 
three-days  test,  that  the  machine  is  not  able  to  do  the  work ; 
and  we  do  not  accept  it." 

The  evidence  for  the  defendant  further  tends  to  prove 
that  the  committee  thereupon  caused  a  copy  of  such  state- 
ment to  be  served  on  such  agent  of  the  plaintiff ;  that  on  the 
same  day  the  committee  caused  a  copy  of  such  statement  to 
be  sent  by  letter  to  the  plaintiff  at  its  office  in  Aurora,  Illi- 
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nois,  and  in  the  letter  stated,  in  effect,  that  the  machine  was 
in  the  tovm  of  Eagle  Point,  awaiting  their  further  order, 
that  it  was  not  accepted,  because  the  dies  did  not  stand  the 
stone  they  were  crushing,  that  the  defendant  declined  pay- 
ment, and  that  the  machine  had  failed  to  comply  with  the 
warranty  mentioned  in  the  contract;  that  the  next  day  the 
committee  telegraphed  the  plaintiff,  at  its  oflBice:  "Eock 
crusher  now  subject  to  your  order.  Have  written  you ; "  that 
after  the  committee  had  rejected  the  machine  on  the  even- 
ing of  May  18, 1896,  one  of  the  committee,  who  was  also 
chairman  of  the  town  board  of  Eagle  Point,  talked  with  the 
plaintiff's  agent,  Burk,  and  told  him  that,  if  he  wished  to 
give  his  machine  a  further  test,  the  town  of  Eagle  Point  had 
made  all  arrangements  therein  to  put  that  machine  at  work 
if  it  would  prove  satisfactory,  and  if  he  would  take  posses- 
sion of  the  machine  (which  he  at  first  refused  to  do)  then 
he  could  work  the  machine  as  long  as  he  pleased  in  Eagle 
Point,  and  that  town  would  furnish  the  team,  haul  the  ma- 
terial, and  take  care  of  it,  and  that  unless  he  did  so  they 
would  have  nothing  more  to  do  with  it,  and  that  such  test 
would  be  under  the  direction  of  that  town ;  that  such  agent 
finally  accepted  of  such  proposition,  to  wit,  that  he  would 
take  possession  of  the  machine,  and  get  new  dies,  and  work 
it  in  Eagle  Point;  that  another  member  of  such  committee 
was  present  when  such  conversation  was  had  with  such 
agent;  that  upon  the  request  of  such  agent,  and  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  clause  of  the  contract  requiring  the  defendant 
to  give  friendly  assistance,  a  majority  of  the  committee  were 
present  at  the  testing  of  the  machine  in  such  town  June  12, 
1896,  but  that  the  same  worked  no  more  satisfactorily  than 
before. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  is  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  tending  to  prove  that  after  the  defendant's  com- 
mittee rejected  the  machine  on  the  afternoon  or  evening 
of  May  18,  1896,  it  was  agreed  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
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mittee  and  the  plaintiflf's  agent  that  there  should  be  a  fur- 
ther test  of  the  machine  on  or  about  June  4,  1896;  that 
8Uoh  test  was  commenced  on  that  day,  and  continued  four 
days  and  three  quarters,  and  the  machine  during  that  time 
worked  satisfactorily,  except  that  at  the  end  of  the  time  the 
swinging  die  began  to  show  signs  of  wear,  but  not  sufficient 
to  be  disabled ;  and  that  such  test  was  in  the  presence  of 
Hopkins,  who  was  chairman  of  the  town  and  a  member  of 
the  committee,  and  who  testified  that  the  steel  die  during 
that  test  had  worn  down  nearly  smooth,  and  the  product 
then  became  unsatisfactory. 

1.  Error  is  assigned  because  there  is  no  verdict  covering 
the  questions  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings  and  litigated 
upon  the  trial.    The  important  questions  so  at  issue  and 
litigated  were  whether  the  machine  was  thoroughly  made, 
and  of  good  material  and  workmanship,:^ —  capable  of  doing- 
the  work  for  which  it  was  intended,  without  breakage,  as  it 
was  warranted  to  do.    True,  such  warranty  was  to  continuo 
for  the  term  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  sale,  but  this  was 
on  condition  that  it  was  capable  of  doing  the  work  for  whiclx 
it  was  intended.    In  order  to  determine  that  fact,  the  con- 
tract provides  that,  after  the  "  machine  is  set  up  and  ready- 
for  work,  three  days'  time  shall  be  allowed  for  testing,  at  th^ 
expiration  of  which  time  "  the  defendant  thereby  "  agreed 
to  make  settlement."    This  certainly  does  not  mean  that 
the  defendant  was  to  make  such  settlement  regardless  of 
the  result  of  the  test.     It  manifestly  means  that  the  defend- 
ant was  only  to  make  such  settlement  in  case  the  machine 
reasonably  stood  the  test.     Some  unexpected  breakage  of 
some  minor  part  of  the  machine,  with  no  opportunity  to 
remedy  the  same,  may  not  be  good  ground  for  rejecting 
the  machine;  but  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to  accept 
of  the  machine  and  make  settlement  therefor  unless  it  should 
be  demonstrated  during  such  three-days  test  that  it  was 
capable  of  doing  the  work  for  which  it  was  intended,  with- 
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out  any  substantial  breakage.  The  work  which  it  was  so 
intended  to  perform  was  to  crush  such  rocks  as  existed  in 
Chippewa  county.  The  defendant,  with  the  knowledge  of 
the  plaintiff,  contracted  for  the  machine  for  that  very  pur- 
pose. The  defendant  had  no  power  or  authority  to  buy  it 
for  the  purpose  of  crushing  rocks  in  any  other  county.  Un- 
less it  was  capable,  under  the  superintendence  of  a  compe- 
tent man  furnished  by  the  plaintiff,  to  crush  such  rocks  as 
existed  in  Chippewa  county,  it  would  be  of  no  use  to  the  de- 
fendant. If  the  machine  stood  the  three-days  test  reason- 
ably well,  then  the  defendant  was  bound  to  take  the  ma- 
chine and  make  settlement  therefor.  If  the  machine,  under 
the  plaintiff's  expert  superintendent  and  its  agent,  could  not 
be  made  to  do  the  work  for  which  it  was  so  intended,  with- 
out the  breakage  of  substantial  parts,  then  certainly  the  de- 
fendant was  not  required  to  give  notice  of  such  failure. 
But  if  it  stood  such  three-days  test,  and  thereafter  proved 
defective  or  failed  to  fulfill  the  warranty,  then  the  defend- 
ant was  to  give  notice  as  stipulated,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
to  be  given  a  reasonable  time  to  remedy  the  defects  and  to 
make  the  machinery  do  the  work  as  warranted,  with  the 
friendly  assistance  of  the  defendant.  This  is  apparent  from 
the  fact  that  the  agreement  makes  continued  possession  of 
the  machine  for  thirty  days  after  being  set  up  conclusive 
proof  that  it  has  fulfilled  the  warranty,  "  unless  notice  in 
writing  to  the  contrary  is  received  by  the  "  plaintiff.  All 
questions  as  to  whether  the  machine,  after  it  was  set  up  and 
ready  for  work,  stood  the  three-days  test  (that  is  to  say, 
whether  the  machine  was  capable  of  doing  the  work  for 
which  it  was  intended,  without  breakage  of  any  substantial 
part),  or  whether  any  substantial  part  was  made  of  good  or 
poor  material,  were  taken  from  the  jury.  The  only  ques- 
tion submitted  to  the  jury  was  whether  the  trial  of  the  ma- 
chine from  June  4  to  June  8, 1896,  was  a  reasonable  time 
within  which  to  remedy  the  defect,  after  the  first  die  was 
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found  to  be  defective,  May  7,  1896.  The  charge  of  the 
court  in  submitting  that  question  ignored  the  questions  so 
put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings  and  litigated  on  the  trial. 
Such,  last  trial  was  seventeen  days  after  the  three-days  test 
had  terminated.  We  must  hold  that  the  verdict  does  not  de- 
termine the  questions  at  issue  and  litigated  upon  the  trial. 
Sherman  v.  Menominee  River  L.  Co,  77  Wis.  14 

2.  We  cannot  hold  that  there  was  any  error  in  refusing 
to  direct  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  want  of 
power  in  the  county  to  make  the  purchase.    The  statute  au- 
thorized the  county  board  to  adopt  any  main  traveled  high- 
way,  or  parts  thereof,  as  a  county  road,  and  to  keep  the  samo 
in  repair.     So  it  may  designate  any  such  highways,  or  parts* 
thereof,  for  the  purpose  of  expending  money  in  repairing  th^ 
same,  without  adopting  them  as  county  roads  or  assuming^ 
any  responsibility  for  injuries  thereon,  and  may  annually- 
levy  a  county  road  tax  not  exceeding  $8,000  for  improving* 
such  highways.     Stats.  1898,  sec.  1308.     The  action  of  tho 
defendant's  committee  appears  to  have  been  expressly  au- 
thorized by  the  county  board.   The  mere  fact  that  a  purpose 
was  expressed  to  rent  such  machine,  when  purchased,  to  the 
several  towns,  even  if  ultra  vires^  did  not  take  away  the  power 
to  purchase  the  machine.     The  powers  given  by  the  statute 
cited  by  implication  included  the  power  to  make  the  purchase. 
JSUinwood  v.  Heedshurg^  91  Wis.  131. 

By  the  Court. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  is  renianded  for  a  new  triaL 
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HiBBABD,  Bespondent,  vs.  Chioaoo,  St.  Paul,  MusnsmAj^ouB 
&  Omaha  EailWay  Company,  Appellant. 

March  18--- April  4, 1S99. 

Bailroada:  Peraonal  injuriea:  Evidence:  Court  and  jury. 

In.  an  aotion  against  a  railroad  company  to  recover  for  injuries  sus- 
tained by  an  employee  whose  foot  had  been  run  over  while  he  was 
attempting  to  seal  the  end  door  of  a  car  attached  to  the  tender 
plaintiff's  testimony  that  his  foot  was  caught  between  the  main 
rail  and  a  guard  rail  and  injured  by  the  wheel  of  the  tender  is  held 
InsufQcient  to  sustain  a  finding  by  the  jury  to  that  effect,  where 
such  testimony  showed  that  it  was  not  based  upon  recollection,  but 
was  the  result  of  inference,  and  the  appearance  of  the  shoe  worn 
upon  the  injured  foot  and  plaintiff's  position  after  the  accident  were 
consistent  only  with  the  theory  that  his  foot  was  caught  between 
the  main  rail  and  the  wheel 

Appbal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  St.  Croix 
county:  E.  W.  Helms,  Circuit  Judge.    lieversed. 

This  is  an  action  for  personal  injuries.  The  facts  shown 
upon  the  trial  were  that  the  plaintiff  was  employed  as  a 
warehouseman  by  the  defendant,  at  its  station  at  !New  Eich- 
mond  in  this  state,  on  the  27th  of  June,  1894,  and  that  one 
of  his  duties  was  to  seal  the  doors  of  all  the  freight  cars 
which  were  loaded  at  New  Eichmond  before  they  left  the 
station.  On  the  day  of  the  accident  a  freight  car  had  been 
loaded  with  flour  at  a  mill  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  from 
the  freight  depot  at  New  Eichmond.  A  freight  train  came 
in,  and  the  engine  uncoupled  from  the  train  and  brought 
this  car  to  the  station,  preparatory  to  placing  it  in  the  train. 
The  plaintiff  claims  that  the  engine  and  car  came  to  a  stop 
upon  the  house  track,  and  that  while  they  were  so  standing 
still  the  plaintiff,  by  direction  of  one  of  the  brakemen  of  the 
train,  went  in  between  the  car  and  the  tender  of  the  engine, 
and  was  climbing  up  to  seal  the  door  in  the  end  of  the 
freight  car  toward  the  engine,  when  the  engine  suddenly 
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moved,  without  warning,  backward,  and  the  plaintiff's  right 
foot  was  caught  between  a  defectively  blocked  guard  rail 
and  the  main  rail,  and  the  fleshy  portion  of  the  bottom  of 
the  foot  cut  off  by  the  rear  wheel  of  the  tender.  The  tender 
was  stopped  before  it  had  run  half  its  length,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  then  outside  of  the  rails,  hopping  away  from  the  track 
upon  his  left  foot,  with  no  injury  except  the  loss  of  the 
bottom  of  his  right  foot. 

The  train  employees  assert  that  the  engine  never  came  to 
a  standstill,  and  that  the  plaintiff  must  have  entered  between 
the  tender  and  the  car,  and  begun  to  climb  up,  while  they 
were  in  motion ;  and  they  also  deny  that  the  plaintiff  was 
injured  at  any  place  where  there  was  a  guard  rail,  and  claim, 
that  his  foot  was  caught  under  the  rear  wheel  of  the  tender 
and  on  the  main  rail  of  the  track.    "Whether  the  train  waa 
moving  or  not  at  the  time  the  plaintiff  stepped  between, 
the  tender  and  the  car,  the  fact  seems  to  be  certain  that  h^ 
stepped  in  from  the  west  side,  put  his  left  foot  upon  tha 
brake  beam  of  the  tender,  his  left  hand  holding  the  tool  bo5c 
of  the  tender,  his  right  hand  either  reaching  for  or  holding* 
the  handhold  upon  the  end  of  the  freight  car,  and  his  rights 
foot  either  upon  the  main  rail  or  just  inside  of  the  main, 
rail  upon  the  ground. 

The  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  because  of  defective  and 
rotten  blocking  of  the  guard  rail,  by  reason  of  which,  he 
claimed,  his  foot  was  caught. 

A  special  verdict  was  returned,  by  which  it  was  found 
(1)  that  the  engine  and  oar  came  to  a  full  stop  before  the 
plaintiff  attempted  to  seal  the  car  door ;  (2)  that  such  stop 
was  more  than  momentary ;  (3)  that  the  plaintiff  went  be- 
tween them  while  they  were  so  stopped;  (4)  that  the  engine 
bell  did  not  ring  before  the  engine  was  again  started  back- 
ward ;  (5)  that  the  plaintiff's  foot  was  caught  between  tha 
main  rail  and  the  guard  rail ;  (6)  that  his  foot  was  not  on 
the  main  rail  when  he  was  injured ;  (7)  that  the  defendants 
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did  not  exercise  ordinary  care  and  prudence  in  keeping  the 
end  of  the  guard  rail  blocked;  (8)  that  such  failure  was  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  plaintiflPs  injury ;  (9)  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence ;  and  (10)  that  his 
damages  were  $4,Y50.  On  this  verdict  judgment  was  ren- 
dered for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  appeals. 

For  the  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  L,  K.  Lose  and 
H,  L,  Humphrey^  attorneys,  and  Thomas  Wilson^  of  coun- 
sel, and  oral  argument  by  Mr,  Lvse  and  Mr.  Wilson. 

IT.  F.  McNaUA/y  for  the  respondent. 

.  "WiNSLow,  J.  Upon  the  first  trial  of  this  case  (96  Wis.  443) 
it  was  not  suggested  that  there  was  any  defect  in  the  track 
or  blocking  which  caused  br  contributed  to  the  plaintiff's 
painful  injury.  In  fact,  it  is  admitted  by  the  plaintiff  him- 
self that  upon  the  former  trial  he  testified  that  when  the 
engine  moved  back  his  right  foot  was  caught  under  the 
rear  wheel  of  the  tender  and  run  over,  thus  cutting  off 
the  fleshy  portion  of  the  bottom  of  the  foot;  but  he  says 
that  since  tJuxt  trial  he  has  looked  over  the  ground  and  dis- 
covered that  his  foot  must  have  been  caught  between  the 
guard  rail  and  main  rail  by  reason  of  defective  blocking. 
The  jury  have  found  this  to  be  the  fact,  and  if  their  finding 
in  this  regard  is  supported  by  the  evidence  there  seems  no- 
substantial  reason  why  the  judgment  should  not  be  affirmed. 
Careful  examination  of  the  evidence  compels  us  to  say,  how- 
ever, that  the  plaintiff's  present  claim  is  against  the  great 
preponderance  of  the  evidence.  In  the  first  place,  it  must 
be  remembered  that  the  plaintiff  admits  that  upon  the  first 
trial  of  the  case  he  testified  repeatedly  that  his  foot  was 
caught  under  the  wheel  of  the  tender  upon  the  main  rail ; 
and  even  upon  the  second  trial  he  does  not  say  that  he  can 
remember  that  his  foot  was  caught  between  the  guard  rail 
and  the  main  rail.  It  is  true  that  he  says  upon  his  direct 
examination  that  his  foot  was  caught  in  the  guard  rail;  but 
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upon  cross-examinatioa  he  admits  that  he  does  not  know 
whether  the  wheel  ran  over  his  foot  or  not,  that  as  ttie 
tender  passed  him  he  was  outside  of  the  rails,  that  he  could 
not  say  whether  his  foot' was  on  the  rail  or  not,  that  it  migliti 
have  been  on  the  main  rail  from  the  time  he  placed  it  thero 
until  he  was  hurt,  that  he  never  knew  that  his  foot  was 
caught  by  the  guard  rail  until  after  the  first  trial  of  the  caso, 
and  that  he  does  not  know  of  his  own  knowledge  what  pai*t; 
of  his  foot  came  in  contact  with  the  guard  rail.     Thes^ 
admissions,  and  more  that  might  be  quoted,  demonstrate 
very  clearly  that  he  has  no  recollection  or  knowledge  of  h 
foot  being  caught  in  the  guard  rail,  but  is  simply  reasonin^ 
the  matter  out. 

But  there  is  evidence  in  the  case,  which  is  not  to  be  shakers 
or  gainsaid,  which  speaks  emphatically  against  the  plaintiff  ^s 
present  theory,  and  that  is  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  shoe 
which  was  run  over  and  which  is  in  the  same  condition  no^v 
as  then.    This  shoe  bears  well-defined  marks  of  the  course 
of  the  wheel  over  it.     They  cannot  bo  mistaken;  nor  can  it 
be  argued  that  the  marks  result  from  pressure  between  the 
flange  of  the  wheel  and  the  guard  rail.   From  this  shoe,  with 
its  markings,  it  is  morally  certain  that  the  wheel  passed  over 
the  foot  from  the  heel  toward  the  toe,  beginning  on  the  out- 
side of  the  heel  and  crossing  diagonally  to  the  inside.  "When 
the  shoe  is  put  upon  the  model  of  the  rail  sent  up  with  the 
case,  the  demonstration  is  so  clear  that  all  doubt  is  removed  ; 
but,  of  course,  it  is  impossible  to  adequately  present  that 
demonstration  by  mere  written  words.     This  explanation 
also  accords  with  practically  all  of  the  testimony  of  the  other* 
witnesses  in  the  case.     The  shoe  was  found  upon  the  main, 
rail,  between  the  two  rear  wheels  of  the  tender;  there  was 
flesh,  and  a  part  of  the  stocking,  crushed,  upon  the  main 
rail;  the  plaintiff  was  entirely  outside  of  the  rails  when  tho 
tender  stopped, —  all  of  which  facts  are  utterly  inconsistent 
with  the  plaintiff's  claim  that  the  foot  was  crushed  between 
the  guard  rail  and  main  rail. 
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But  there  is  one  other  fact  which  makes  the  plaintiff's  con- 
tention quite  incredible.  If  it  were  possible  that  the  foot 
was  crushed  between  the  guard  rail  and  the  main  rail,  then 
the  pressure  marks  on  the  shoe  demonstrate  that  the  whole 
right  leg  must  have  been  in  front  of  the  wheel,  and  would 
infallibly  have  been  run  over,  and  his  body  dragged  under 
the  tender;  whereas,  in  fact,  the  plaintiff  received  no  injury 
save  the  cutting  off  of  the  flesh  on  the  bottom  of  his  foot, 
and  was  not  under  the  tender  when  it  stopped,  but  outside 
of  the  rails. 

To  sum  up :  The  theory  that  the  foot  was  caught  under 
the  wheel  of  the  tender  on  the  main  rail,  beginning  at  the 
heel,  satisfies  all  the  oral  evidence,  as  well  as  the  mute  evi- 
dence of  the  shoe  itself;  while  the  theory  that  the  foot  was 
caught  by  the  guard  rail  is  not  testified  to  by  any  witness, 
and  is  entirely  at  war  with  every  established  fact  in  the  case. 

Serious  as  the  plaintiff's  injury,  suffered  while  attempting 
to  perform  his  duty,  undoubtedly  was,  we  are  compelled  to 
say  that  a  verdict  that  his  foot  was  caught  between  the  guard 
rail  and  the  main  rail  is  unsupported  by  the  evidence  and 
cannot  be  sustained. 

By  the  Cowrt. — Judgment  reversed,  and  action  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 
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O'Bbebn  and  another.  Appellants,  vs.  Chicago,  St.  Paul, 
Minneapolis  <&  Omaha  Railway  Company,  Respondent. 

March  28 --April  4, 1S99. 

Court  and  jury:  Nonsuit:  Direction  ofverdicL ' 

L  The  rule  that  disputed  questions  of  f aot  on  evidenoe  are  to  be  an- 
swered by  the  jury  applies  only  where  the  evidence  is  such  that 
there  is  room  for  different  reasonable*  inferences  therefro^L  If 
the  truth  of  propositions  of  fact  upon  which  the  right  of  recovery 
depends  be  not  within  the  range  of  reasonable  probabilities,  no  ques- 
tion in  regard  to  them  need  be  sent  to  a  jury  though  there  is  evi- 
*   dence  as  to  their  truth. 
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2.  To  entitle  plaintiff  to  have  his  alleged  cause  of  action  suhmitted  to 
a  jury  for  decision,  he  must  produce  evidence  from  which  sensible 
men  of  unbiased  minds  can  reasonably  decide  the  issues  in  his 
faTor. 

8.  The  rule  that,  in  determining  whether  a  nonsuit  should  be  granted 
or  a  verdict  directed,  the  evidence  of  plaintiff  only  should  be  con- 
sidered, contemplates  the  consideration  of  such,  evidence  in  the 
light  of  matters  of  common  knowledge  and  facts  established  beyond 
reasonable  controversy  in  the  case,  whether  by  evidence  of  plaintiff 
or  defendant  or  both. 

4  If  the  evidence  of  plaintiff,  taking  the  most  favorable  view  of  it  in 
his  behalf  that  it  will  resisonably  bear,  including  all  reasonable  in- 
ferences therefrom,  and  assuming  that  it  establishes  all  that  it  tends 
to  establish  when  viewed  in  tbe  light  of  conceded  or  undisputed, 
facts,  will  not  support  a  verdict  in  his  favor,  the  verdict,  on  request 
being  made  therefor,  should  be  directed  against  him. 
[Syllabus  by  Mabshall^  J.] 

Appbal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  St.  Croix 
county:  E.  W.  Helms,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

The  appeal  is  from  a  judgment  entered  pursuant  to  a  di- 
rected verdict  in  defendant's  favor. 

The  action  is  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  breach  of  i^ 
contract  to  convey  land,  on  facts  alleged  in  substance  as  fol- 
lows: May  1, 1883,  defendant  contracted  in  writing  to  sell 
and  convey  to  D.  M.  Sabin  and  Walker,  Judd  &  Veazie,  lands 
described  in  Schedules  A  and  B  attached  to  the  complaint, 
those  in  A  to  be  conveyed  when  paid  for  and  those  in  B 
when  defendant  should  acquire  title  thereto,  the  considera-- 
tion  being  two  dollars  per  thousand  feet  on  the  standing  pine 
on  the  lands  according  to  estimates  furnished  the  purchasers 
by  defendant.  July  20, 1883,  the  purchasers  paid  the  full 
amount  of  the  purchase  price,  part  in  cash  and  part  in  notes, 
each  note  being  for  one  twentieth  of  the  deferred  amount, 
one  to  mature  every  six  months  and  the  last  on  February  1, 
1893.  Before  the  commencement  of  this  action  plaintiffs  be* 
came  owners  of  the  conveyed  lands  and  all  rights  under  the 
aforesaid  contract.    After  they  became  such  owners,  they- 
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made  all  the  deferred  payments  as  they  fell  due,  till  all  were 
paid.  The  total  amount  paid  for  the  land  in  Schedule  B  was 
$165000.  Such  lands  were  never  conveyed  as  per  contract, 
but  for  a  valuable  consideration  were  released  by  defendant 
to  the  United  States,  thereby  disabling  it  from  complying 
with  the  reqifirements  of  such  contract.  Defendant  had  a 
good  title  to  the  Schedule  B  lands,  and  its  conveying  the 
same  in  breach  of  the  contract  entitled  plaintiffs  to  damages 
in  the  sum  of  $48,000,  that  being  the  value  of  the  lands  in 
excess  of  the  contract  price.  Judgment  was  demanded  for 
$64,000  and  interest  on  the  $16,000  alleged  to  have  been  paid 
for  the  Schedule  B  lands,  to  wit :  On  $2,500  from  February 
1, 1892,  on  $6,700  from  August  1,  1892,  and  on  $6,700  from 
February  1,  1893. 

Defendant  answered  that  before  the  alleged  making  of  a 
land  contract  with  Sabin  and  Walker,  Judd  <fe  Yeazie  it 
agreed  to  sell  the  lands  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  under 
certain  conditions,  to  one  Humbird,  who  thereafter  assigned 
his  contract  to  Sabin  and  "Walker,  Judd  &  Veazie,  and  that 
in  part  performance  of  such  contract  it  conveyed  the  Sched- 
ule A  lands  and  before  the  action  was  commenced  received 
full  payment  therefor.  The  answer  admitted  that  the  Sched- 
ule B  lands  had  not  been  conveyed  under  the  Humbird  con- 
tract, and  took  issue  with  all  the  allegations  of  the  complaint 
as  to  plaintiffs  being  entitled  to  the  Schedule  B  lands  or  dam- 
ages for  noncon  veyance  of  the  same,  or  the  recovery  of  money 
paid  therefor,  or  that  any  money  had  been  so  paid.  The 
<30urt  decided  that  there  was  no  satisfactory  evidence  that 
defendant  ever  made  a  contract  to  convey  the  Schedule  B 
lands,  other  than  the  one  with  Humbird,  or  that  any  money 
had  been  paid  to  defendant  on  such  contract  or  otherwise 
for  such  lands,  and  therefore  directed  a  verdict  for  defend- 
ant, on  which  judgment  was  entered  and  from  which  this 
appeal  was  taken,  as  before  stated. 

For  the  appellants  there  was  a  brief  by  S.  J.  Bradford^ 
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attorney,  and  Clapp  <&  Macartney^  of  counsel,  and  oral  argu- 
ment by  N.  U,  Clapp. 

For  the  respondent  there  T^as  a  brief  signed  by  H,  L. 
Humphrey  and  Thomas  WUsoriy  attorneys,  and  Thomas  Wil- 
son,  of  counsel,  and  the  cause  was  argued  orally  by  Thomas 
Wilson. 

Maeshall,  J.    The  main  question  her©  is,  Was  there  evi- 
dence from  which  the  jury  could  reasonably  have  found  facts 
requisite  to  a  recovery  by  plaintiffs  on  the  cause  of  action, 
set  forth  in  the  complaint?     It. is  often  said  in  jury  cases 
that  if  there  is  any  evidence  to  establish  the  existence  of  sl 
disputed  fact,  and  a  conflict  in  that  regard,  the  questioix 
respecting  it  is  for  the  jury.     That  rule  should  be  construed 
as  calling  for  evidence  worthy  of  belief  in  regard  to  th  o 
subject.    If  the  truth  of  the  proposition  be  not  within  tb.o 
range  of  probabilities,  in  the  light  of  reason  and  commoix 
sense,  in  view  of  facts  of  common  knowledge  or  facts  estab- 
lished in  the  case  beyond  reasonable  controversy,  then  evi- 
dence of  the  esJstence  of  the  fact  involved  does  not  provo 
such  existence,  or  tend  to  prove  it.    It  is  not  evidence  ten<i- 
ing  to  establish  the  allegation  of  fact,  because  there  can  bo 
no  tendency  that  way  so  long  as  all  reasonable  probabilities 
are  opposed  to  it.    It  is  often  said  that  if  different,  unbiased 
minds  may  draw  different  inferences  from  the  evidence,  it 
is  for  the  jury  to  draw  the  proper  inferences.    Just  so, —  but 
only  within  the  range  of  reasonable  probabilities.  Evidence, 
or  an  inference  therefrom,  showing  a  bare  possibility  of  tho 
existence  of  a  fact  in  issue,  will  not  do.    Verdicts  can  bo 
based  only  on  reasonable  probabilities.     Mere  possibility 
cannot  establish  probability.     Gibbons  v.  W.  V.  R.  Co.  58 
Wis.  335;  FinJcehton  v.  C,  M.  ds  St.  P.  R.  Co.  94  Wis.  270. 
If  evidence  be  not  sufficiently  persuasive  to  an  unbiased 
mind,  as  to  the  existence  of  a  fact,  giving  full  effect  to  the 
most  favorable  inferences  in  that  regard  that  can  be  reason* 
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ably  drawn  therefrom,  to  remove  the  question  of  its  exist- 
ence beyond  the  realms  of  mere  conjecture  or  possibility,  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  court,  when  asked  to  do  so,  to  pass  judg- 
ment on  the  situation  and  direct  the  proper  verdict  and 
judgment.  Hyer  v.  JcmesviUe^  101  Wis.  371;  Ccmley  v.  La 
Crosse  City  B.  Co.  101  Wis.  145.  In  short,  before  the  plaint- 
iff in  any  case  is  entitled  to  have  the  issues  made  by  the 
pleadings  submitted  to  the  jury,  he  must  do  more  than 
merely  produce  evidence  of  the  facts  upon  which  his  cause 
of  action  rests.  He  must  produce  credible  evidence  in  that 
regard,— evidence  from  which  sensible  men  of  unbiased 
minds  can  reasonably  decide  the  issues  in  his  favor. 

The  books  say,  and  the  rule  is,  that  in  determining  whether 
a  question  is  for  the  jury  the  trial  court  should  look  only  to 
the  plaintiff's  evidence,  because  if  there  be  a  conflict  of  evi- 
dence between  adversaries  in  a  jury  case  it  is  for  the  jury 
to  say  where  the  truth  lies.  But  that  does  not  mean  that  a 
trial  judge  must  shut  his  eyes  to  undisputed  facts,  whether 
established  by  one  party  or  the  other.  It  means  that  the 
evidence  of  the  plaintiff  only  is  to  be  considered  in  case  of 
a  conflict  between  that  of  the  defendant  and  that  of  the 
plaintiff  where  there  is  room  for  different  reasonable  in- 
ferences. Where  the  conflict  is  between  evidence  on  the 
one  side  and  some  fact  established  beyond  controversy  on 
the  other,  which  fact  renders  the  truth  of  the  evidence  on 
the  former  so  improbable  that  no  reasonably  sensible  person 
can  believe  it,  such  fact  is  by  no  means  to  be  excluded  from 
consideration  in  determining  whether  or  not  there  is  a  ques- 
tion to  be  passed  upon  by  the  jury.  On  the  contrary,  the 
fact  is  to  be  considered  and  held  controlling  in  the  case.  So 
the  rule  really  is  that,  in  determining  whether  or  not  a  ques- 
tion should  be  sent  to  the  jury,  the  evidence  of  the  party  on 
whom  the  burden  of  the  proof  rests  in  regard  to  it,  only, 
should  be  considered,  in  connection  however  with  all  facts 
which  are  admitted  by  the  pleadings  or  otherwise  estab- 
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lished  beyond  dispute  in  the  case.  Badger  v,  Janesville 
Cotton  MiUs^  95  Wis.  599;  Flaherty  -y.  Harruon^  98  Wis. 
659;  Y(/rlTich  v.  Geuder  <&  P.  Mfg.  Co.  96  Wis.  277;  Cawl^ 
V.  La  Crosse  City  R.  Co.  101  Wis.  145.  •  '^ 

From  the  foregoing  we  may  deduce  the  following:  If  the 
evidence  of  plaintiffs  in  this  case,  taking  the  most  favorable 
view  it  will  reasonably  bear,  including  all  reasonable  in- 
ferences therefrom,  assuming  that  it  establishes  all  that  it 
tends  to  establish  when  viewed  in  the  light  of  undisputed 
facts,  would  support  a  verdict  in  plaintiffs'  favor,  then  the 
case  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  for  decision, 
and  we  should  say  that  the  evidence  is  sufficient  for  such 
verdict  if,  in  view  of  conceded  or  undisputed  facts  on  plaint- 
iffs' evidence,  there  is  room  for  unbiased  minds  to  reason- 
ably differ  as  to  where  the  truth  lies,  not  regarding,  in. 
reaching  that  result,  mere  conjecture  or  possibility. 

After  carefully  considering  the  evidence  here  in  the  light 
of  what  has  been  said,  we  are  unable  to  say  that  the  decis— 
ion  of  the  trial  court  is  wrong.  It  is  useless  to  discuss  th^ 
evidence  at  length  and  in  detail  for  the  purpose  of  demon.— 
strating  the  correctness  of  our  conclusion.  That  would  serv^ 
no  purpose  except  to  satisfy  the  learned  counsel  for  appel- 
lants that  the  record  has  received  a  thorough  examinatiork 
and  that  the  decision  is  based  on  a  proper  understanding  o^ 
it.  The  distinguished  counsel  are  too  well  known  here  for 
us  to  believe  they  need  such,  or  any,  assurance  in  that  re- 
gard, other  than  the  statement  of  the  fact. 

We  are  unable  to  find  any  satisfactory  evidence  in  the 
record  that  the  alleged  contract  ever  had  an  existence  oir 
that  any  money  was  ever  paid  thereon  to  apply  on  the  Sched- 
ule B  lands,  or  that^  the  contingency  ever  arose  which  en.— 
titled  plaintiffs,  or  those  under  whom  they  claim,  to  demand 
a  deed  or  damages  because  of  a  failure  of  defendant  to  mak^ 
title  to  such  lands.  On  the  contrary,  the  evidence  shovrs 
beyond  room  for  reasonable  controversy  that  defendan.t 
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never  had  title  to,  or  could  have  acquired,  the  lands  under 
its  land  grant,  whicli  was  understood  to  be  the  source  of  its 
title  if  title  was  to  come  to  it  at  all.  The  evidence  is  par- 
ticularly weak  on  the  claim  that  defendant  received  pay  for 
the  B  lands,  the  sum  of  $16,000  or  any  other  sum, —  so  weak 
that  it  cannot  be  said  there  was  any  definite  and  certain 
evidence  in  plaintiffs'  favor,  looking  at  the  record  from  the 
standpoint  most  favorable  to  them.  It  is  conceded  that  if 
any  payment  was  made  it  was  in  May,  1882 ;  that  the  only 
person  who  handled  money  on  that  occasion,  on  account  of 
the  purchasers  of  the  land,  was  D.  M.  Sabin ;  that  he  paid 
John  M.  Humbird  for  his  claim  on  the  A  and  B  lands  up- 
wards of  $30,000 ;  that  Sabin  and  his  associates  then  knew 
that  defendant  did  not  have  title  to  the  B  lands;  and  that, 
if  plaintiffs'  theory  is  in  accordance  with  the  facts,  the  B 
lands,  which  were  not  to  be  conveyed  till  defendant  obtained 
title  thereto,  were  paid  for  in  full  when  the  contract  was 
made,  yet  the  lands  to  which  defendant  then  had  title  were 
not  then  paid  for  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  and  nothing 
was  paid  thereon  till  a  deed  thereof  was  made  in  1883,  and 
then  only  a  small  down  payment  was  made,  the  balance 
being  agreed  to  be  paid  one  tenth  each  year  thereafter  and 
secured  by  a  mortgage  on  the  land.  Why  the  land,  title  to 
which  had  not  been  acquired  by  defendant,  was  paid  for  in 
full,  and  that  to  which  it  had  acquired  title  was  paid  for  in 
the  different  manner  indicated,  is  wholly  without  explana- 
tion. That  business  men  would  have  entered  into  such  a 
transaction  is  exceedingly  incredible.  If  plaintiffs'  witnesses 
are  to  he  believed,  the  B  lands  were  paid  for  in  full  in  ad- 
vance of  defendant's  obtaining  title  to  them  and  at  a  time 
when  its  officers  knew,  or  ought  to  have  known,  the  proba- 
bilities were  all  against  its  claim  of  title.  Not  only  that, 
but  no  claim  seems  to  have  been  made  on  defendant,  either 
for  title  to  the  lands  under  the  contract  or  for  a  return  of 
the  money  paid  thereon,  for  many  years  after  the  transac- 
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tion  referred  to  took  place.  Strange  as  that  may  seera,  it 
would  not  of  itself  sustain  the  decision  of  the  court  in  taking 
the  case  from  the  jury,  if  there  was  definite  evidence  that 
the  alleged  contract  was  made  and  the  B  lands  paid  for  in 
May,  1882,  as  claimed. 

The  alleged  fact  of  payment  rests,  as  stated,  wholly  on 
the  evidence  of  D.  M.  Sabin,  who,  after  a  most  searching 
<5ross-examination,  could  not  be  made  to  testify  that  any  defi- 
nite sum  of  money  was  paid  to  defendant  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  contract.    He  could  not  tell  whether,  on  the 
occasion  referred  to,  $30,000  or  $50,000  or  what  sum  was 
used,  or  how' much  of  it  was  paid  to  Humbird,  or  how  much 
to  defendant,  or  whether  all  was  paid  to  Humbird.     He 
could  not  produce  any  check,  or  receipt,  or  memorandum, 
or  writing  of  any  kind  whatever,  to  show  that  the  money 
was  paid,  to  whom  or  how  paid.    He  merely  gave  his  im- 
pressions as  to  what  took  place,  saying  he  could  not  go  into 
details  or  state  definitely  anything  about  the  matter.    That 
was  in  substance  the  effect  of  his  evidence,  and  yet  it  is  said 
there  is  evidence  upon  which  the  jury  might  have  found  the 
existence  of  a  fact  as  to  which  the  only  person  concerned  with 
it  personally,  who  testified  in  regard  thereto  in  plaintiffs'  be- 
half, was  unable  to  say  more  than:  "My  impression  is  that 
$30,000  was  used.  My  impression  is  it  was  $40,000  or  $50,000. 
I  cannot  tell  how  much  was  used  or  how  much  Humbird  was 
paid  out  of  it.    I  cannot  say  how  much  of  the  first  payment 
went  to  Humbird.   I  cannot  say  whether  all  of  the  first  pay- 
ment went  to  Humbird."    That  is  a  fair  example  of  Sabin's 
testimony  upon  which  plaintiffs  contend  that  defendant  re- 
ceived $16,000  of  the  first  payment  in  accordance  with  plaint- 
iffs' claim.     The  best  that  Mr.  Sabin  could  do  was  to  guess 
at  the  matter  from  his  recollection  of  what  took  place  eight- 
een years  before  without  a  memorandum  of  any  kind  from 
which!  to  refresh  his  memory.  Certainly  the  jury  could  only 
have  substituted  their  guess  for  that  of  the  witness.    They 
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could  not  have  found  a  verdict  by  weighing  probabilities 
based  on  the  evidence,  for  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  suffi- 
ciently definite  character  to  raise  a  probability  in  plaintiffs' 
favor.  The  jury  certainly  could  not  have  done  more  under 
the  circumstances  than  Sabin, —  conjecture  and  guess  in  re- 
gard to  the  matter.  That  will  not  do.  Unless  there  is  room 
within  the  range  of  reasonable  probabilities  for  a  jury  of  fair, 
unbiased  men  to  say  they  are  satisfied  from  the  evidence,  to 
a  reasonable  certainty,  of  the  existence  of  facts  requisite  to  a 
recovery,  rules  of  law  and  not  the  finding  of  a  jury  must  con- 
trol the  situation.  CoAjoley  v.  La  Crosse  City  It.  Co,  101  Wis. 
145.  That  gives  full  effect  to  the  rule  that  where  the  evi- 
dence will  admit  of  more  than  one  reasonable  inference  it  is 
for  the  jury  to  say  which  is  in  accordance  with  the  truth. 

There  were  some  exceptions  preserved,  to  rulings  on  the 
admission  and  rejection  of  evidence,  but  whether  such  rul- 
ings were  right  or  wrong  it  is  considered  could  not  have 
changed  the  result.  The  case  stands  substantially  without 
any  definite  evidence  as  to  any  money  having  been  paid  to 
defendant  on  the  B  lands.  That  of  itself  was  sufficient  to 
defeat  a  recovery,  and  is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  ruling  of  the 
trial  court  in  directing  a  verdict  for  defendant. 

By  the  Cowrt. —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 
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"Willow  Biveb  Lumbeb  Company,  Respondent,  vs.  Luger 

FuBNiTURB  CoMPAinr,  Appellant. 

Marck  IS'-Apra  4, 1899. 

Debtor  and  ereditor:  Note  of  third  person  as  payment:  Burden  of  proof: 

Protest:  Parol  evidence, 

1,  Acceptance  by  a  creditor  of  the  note  of  a  third  person  does  not  con- 
stitute payment  of  the  debt  unless  expressly  so  agreed;  and  the 
burden  of  proving  such  an  agreement  is  upon  the  debtor. 
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2.  The  holder  of  a  note  is  not  required  to  protest  it  for  nonpayment  in 
order  to  charge  an  indorser,  timely  presentation  and  demand  of  pay- 
ment, and  notice  to  the  indorser,  being  sufficient. 

8.  Evidence  that  the  general  manager  of  a  corporation,  after  the  receipt 
from  its  debtor  of  a  note  made  by  a  third  person  and  indorsed  by 
the  debtor,  saw  the  secretary  of  the  latter  and  informed  him  that 
the  note  had  been  received  and  that  he  would  keep  it  and  if  col- 
lected would  credit  the  amount  and  if  not  would  return  it,  to  which 
proposition  the  secretary  assented,  is  not  objectionable,  upon  the 
issue  as  to  whether  or  not  the  note  was  accepted  in  payment  of 
the  debt,  on  the  ground  that  it  contradicts  the  legal  import  of  the 
debtor's  indorsement. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  St.  Croix 
county:  E.  W.  Helms,  Circuit  Judge.    Affi/rmed. 

Plaintiff  sold  defendant  a  car  load  of  lumber,  amounting 
to  $238.36,  on  sixty  days'  time.  Soon  after  the  account  be- 
came due,  defendant  sent  plaintiff  a  note  of  one  G.  A.  Dols 
for  $209.86,  and  a  draft  to  balance  the  account.  The  note 
was  held  by  plaintiff  until  it  became  due,  but  the  maker 
failed  to  pay  it.  Thereupon  plaintiff  returned  the  note  and 
brought  suit  for  the  balance  due.  Defendant  answered,  set- 
ting up  the  delivery  and  acceptance  of  the  note  in  full  pay- 
ment of  the  account.  The  case  was  tried  by  the  court  without 
a  jury.  The  court  found  the  facts  as  stated,  land  that  th© 
note  was  not  taken  by  plaintiff,  or  accepted  by  it,  as  pay- 
ment of  the  balance  due  upon  the  account,  and  that  plaintiff 
was  not  guilty  of  laches  in  presenting  the  note  for  payment, 
or  in  notifying  defendant  of  the  maker's  default.  Judgment 
was  ordered  for  plaintiff  for  the  balance  due,  with  interest, 
which  judgment  the  aefendant  seeks  to  review  on  this  ap- 
peal. 

S,  If.  Hawhms^  for  the  appellant. 

W.  F,  McNally^  for  the  respondent. 

Bardeen,  J.    Upon  the  question  of  fact  as  to  whether  the 
findings  are  supported  by  the  evidence,  we  have  no  hesitancy 
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in  saying  that  they  are  so  supported.  Indeed,  it  is  difficult 
to  see  how  the  trial  court  could  have  come  to  any  other  con- 
clusion than  he  did.  The  burden  of  proving  that  the  note 
was  received  as  payment  of  the  account  was  upon  the  defend- 
ant. Ford  V.  Mitchell,  15  Wis.  304.  This  burden  it  failed 
to  sustain,  and  the  court  very  properly  found  for  the  plaint- 
iff. As'  long  ago  as  1862  this  court  became  committed  to  the 
principle  that  the  acceptance  by  the  creditor  of  the  note  of 
the  debtor  or  of  a  third  person  for  a  precedent  debt  was  no 
payment,  unless  it  was  expressly  so  agreed.  The  acceptance 
merely  suspended  the  remedy  during  its  currency,  and  after 
the  expiration  of  the  credit  an  action  might  be  maintained 
upon  the  original  consideration,  upon  producing  the  note  at 
the  trial  for  redelivery  or  cancellation.  JPbrd  v,  Mitchell,  15 
Wis.  304  This  case  has  been  followed  in  many  subsequent 
cases,  so  that  the  principle  may  be  said  to  be  fairly  well  set- 
tled. Paine  v.  Voorhees,  26  Wis.  522;  Matteson  v.  ElUworthy 
33  Wis.  488;  AuUman  A  Co.  v.  Jett,  42  Wis.  488;  E<BJUnger 
V.  Wells,  47  Wis.  628;  Marschuetz  v.  Wright,  50  Wis.  175; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Case,  63  Wis.  504;  Allis  v.  Meadow  Sprifig 
D.  Co.  67  Wis.  16;  Nash  v.  MeggeU,  89  Wis.  486;  FS^nne  v. 
Mich.  M.  Z.  Ins.  Co.  92  Wis.  335.  With  this  array  of  de- 
cisions in  this  court,  we  hardly  feel  warranted  in  cutting 
loose  from  the  rule  in  deference  to  the  authority  cited  by 
defendant's  counsel,  1  Wait,  Act.  &  Del  569. 

Counsel  contends  that,  because  the  plaintiff  failed  to  pro- 
test the  Dols  note,  it  made  it  its  own,  and  hence  cannot 
recover  in  this  action.  We  know  of  no  rule  of  law  that  re- 
quires the  holder  of  the  note  to  protest  it  for  nonpayment. 
Timely  presentation,  and  demand  of  payment,  and  notice  to 
the  indorser,  are  all  that  the  law  requires.  Sumner  v.  Bowen, 
2  Wis.  524.  This  the  court  substantially  finds  was  done.  In 
view  of  this  fact,  the  defendant  has  no  reasonable  ground 
for  complaint. 

The  plaintiff  was  permitted  to  prove  that,  shortly  after 


I 

I 
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the  receipt  by  plaintiff  of  the  iiote  in  question,  its  general 
manager  saw  defendant's  secretary,  and  informed  him  that 
the  note  had  been  received,  that  plaintiff  would  keep  the 
same,  and  if  collected  would  credit  the  amount,  and  if  not 
would  return  it,  to  which  proposition  the  secretary  assented. 
Defendant  now  insists  that  this  testimony  contradicts  the 
legal  import  of  defendant's  indorsement  on  the  note,  and 
was  therefore  incompetent  to  be  considered.  As  we  view  it, 
the  testimony  has  no  such  tendency.  It  merely  relates  to 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  plaintiff  was  willing  to 
accept  the  note,  and  not  to  defendant's  liability  thereon. 
Upon  due  consideration  of  the  finding  as  to  this  understand- 
ing, and  the  further  finding  that  plaintiff  was  reasonably 
diligent  in  presenting  the  note  and  notifying  the  defendant, 
we  see  no  reason  for  disturbing  the  judgment. 

By  the  Clmr^.^- The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


O'Maixbt,  Administrator,  Appellant,  vs.  O'Mallby,  Re- 
spondent, jns         ^|g 

March  18 —April  4, 1899. 

Estates  of  decedents:  Setting  aside  conveyance:  Fraud, 

An  administrator  cannot  maintain  an  action  under  sea  3832,  Stats. 
1808,  to  set  aside  a  deed  of  his  decedent  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
made  with  intent  to  defraud  creditors,  except  for  intent  to  defraud 
the  existing  creditors,  who  alone  are  represented  by  him. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Sauk 
county:  K.  G.  Siebeokkb,  Circuit  Judge.    AJS^raeA. 

Action  by  an  administrator,  whose  decedent  died  in  1894, 
to  set  aside  a  deed  of  real  estate,  made  in  1875,  on  the 
ground  that  the  same  was  made  without  consideration  and 
with  intent  to  defraud  creditors.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 
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Gay,  Assignee,  Eespondent,  vs.  D.  M.  Osbobnb  &  Compaity, 

Appellant. 

March  SO — April  4, 1899. 

Agency:  Converaian:  Settlement:  Fraud:  Beadssion  in  pari:  Bestoror 

Hon  of -party  to  former  aittiation* 

"L  An  agent,  employed  to  sell  goods  on  oommission  for  a  stated  period, 
at  the  end  thereof  pretended  to  exhibit  and  account  for  aU  unsold 
goods,  thereby  showing  a  considerable  shortage  in  his  accounts, 
representing,  apparently,  property  sold  and  the  proceeds  converted 
by  such  agent  to  his  own  use,  and  then  gave  a  note  and  mortgage 
to  his  principal  for  a  part  of  such  shortaga  The  principal  theren 
after  discovered  other  unsold  goods  in  the  possession  or  under  the 
control  of  the  agent,  of  less  value  than  the  balance  of  the  shortage 
in  excess  of  the  note  and  mortgage,  and  subsequently  enforced 
such  mortgage,  but  did  no  other  act  in  ratification  of  the  settle- 
ment. Heldf  that  the  principal  might  rescind  the  settlement  as  to 
the  goods  discovered  after  it  was  made,  and  reclaim  such  goods. 

2L  If  a  person  purchase  or  obtain  goods  of  another  by  fraud,  paying  a 
part  of  the  agreed  consideration  therefor,  and  thereafter  part  with 
a  portion  of  such  goods  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  such  other,  upon 
discovering  the  fraud,  may  affirm  the  transaction  in  toto  as  to  the 
property  beyond  his  reach,  and  rescind  it  in  toto  as  to  all  goods  in. 
the  hands  of  his  vendee  not  subject  to  the  bona  fide  claim  of  any 
one  else,  and  reclaim  such  goods  without  returning  or  offering  to 
return  what  was  by  him  received  upon  the  transaction  if  it  was 
not  sufficient  to  more  than  pay  for  the  goods  not  so  reclaimed. 
The  doctrine  that  in  order  to  avoid  a  sale  of  property  induced  by- 
fraud  it  is  requisite  that  the  defrauding  party  be  completely  r^ 
stored  to  his  former  situation,  and  that  any  act  of  the  defi'audedE 
party  after  discovering  the  fraud,  recognizing  the  validity  of  the 
transaction,  constitutes  an  irrevocable  election  to  ratify  it,  is  not 
without  exception,  notably,  that  when  the  transaction  is  sepa^ 
rable,  without  injustice  to  the  wrongdoer,  in  accordance  with  the 
situation  of  the  property  as  regards  being  part  subject  to  reclama- 
tion by  the  vendor  by  reason  of  being  under  his  control,  and  the 
other  not,  by  reason  of  its  having  been  transferred  to  Innocent 
third  parties,  the  election  will  be  construed  as  affecting  the  latter 
part  only  if  that  can  reasonably  be  done,  as  where  the  act  recog^- 
Voi*  103—41 
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nizing  the  validity  of  tfae  tronsactioa  merely  oonsiets  in  retaio 
payment  or  enforcing  payment  for  goods  sold  to  umooent  tt 
partiea 
[Syllabus  by  MabshaIjI,  J.] 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  coart  for  Dt 
coanty :  E.  G.  Subeckee,  Circuit  Judge.    Heveraed. 

The  appeal  is  from  a  judgment  in  plaintifTs  favor  in 
action  to  recover  the  valae  of  a  quantity  of  binding  tw 
alleged  to  be  the  property  of  plaintiff  and  to  have  b< 
■wrongfully  converted  by  defendant  to  ita  own  use,  1 
undisputed  facts  are  that  from  April  15,  1897,  to  Octobei 
1897,  J.  "W.  Dowling  was  agent  for  the  defendant  undei 
written  contract  to  receive,  care  for,  sell,  and  aecount  for, 
goods  in  Madison,  Wisconsin,  and  that  vicinity.  The  agen 
contract  required  Dowling  at  the  termination  thereof  to  tv 
over  to  the  defendant  all  unsold  goods.  During  the  ex 
ence  of  the  agency,  Dowling  shipped  some  binding  twi 
the  property  in  question,  to  one  A'^oss,  a  subagent  for  defei 
ant  at  Marxville,  Wisconsin,  where  it  was  held  as  defendar 
property  down  to  the  time  of  the  seizure  thereof  by  defei 
ant  hereafter  mentioned,  unless  the  title  thereto  passed 
plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  following  facta: 

Soonafter  the  termination  of  the  agency  contract  Dowli 
and  defendant,  by  its  authorized  agent,  had  an  accounti 
at  which  all  property  of  defendant  that  had  come  to  Dc 
ling's  possession  under  the  contract  was  charged  to  him,  a 
all  then  in  the  warehouse  at  Madison,  supposed  to  inclr 
all  unsold  property,  was  credited  to  him,  and  the  other  cred 
to  which  he  was  entitled  were  likewise  allowed  him,  leavi 
a  balance  of  property  unaccounted  for  amounting  in  vai 
to  $1,861.98.  Dowling  did  not  disclose  the  fact  that  i 
binding  twine  was  at  Marxville,  undisposed  of.  It  was  the 
fore  included  in  the  apparent  shortage  of  $1,861.98,  defei 
ant  having  no  knowledge  but  that  Dowling  had  sold  1 
same  till  shortly  before  it  took  possession  thereof  as  here 
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after  meutioned.  Xovember  22, 1897,  Dowling  gave  defend- 
ant a  note  for  $1,000  secured  by  a  chattel  mortgage  to  apply 
on  the  $1,861.98.  Thereafter  defendant  discovered  the  facts 
in  regard  to  the  binding  twine.  A  few  days  thereafter  de- 
fendant foreclosed  its  chattel  mortgage,  realizing  $269.25. 

Thereafter  Dowling  duly  made  an  assignment  of  all  his 
property  to  plaintiff  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  whereby 
plaintiff  became  the  owner  of  the  binding  twine  if  Dowling 
was  such  owner.  Thereafter  defendant  took  possession  of 
the  twine  claiming  the  same  as  its  property.  After  such 
seizure,  plaintiflf  commenced  this  action  to  recover  the  value 
of  the  twine  upon  the  ground  that  it  belonged  to  him  as  as- 
signee of  Dowling,  and  was  wrongfully  taken  and  converted 
by  defendant. 

The  court  held  that  the  accounting  between  Dowling  and 
defendant,  the  giving  of  the  chattel  mortgage,  and  the  en- 
forcement of  it  with  knowledge  of  the  facts,  constituted  an 
election  by  defendant  to  hold  Dowling  as  a  debtor  for  the 
binding  twine,  whereby  the  title  thereto  passed  to  him,  and 
that  plaintiflf  was  entitled  to  recover  the  value  thereof  as 
assignee  of  Dowling,  such  value  being  $123.61,  with  interest 
and  costs.     Judgment  was  rendered  accordingly. 

For  the  appellant  there  were  briefs  by  F,  J,  <&  O.  F.  Lamb^ 
and  oral  argument  by  F.  J.  Larnh, 

Fromk  M.  WooUon,  for  the  respondent,  to  the  point  that 
the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  having  been  once  estab- 
lished, the  appellant  is  bound  by  it,  and  the  title  to  the  twine 
passed  to  Mr.  Dowling,  cited  Morris  v.  Beasford^  18  N.  Y. 
552;  Strong  v.  Strong,  102  N.  T.  69;  MoUer  v.  Tuska,  ST 
N.  T.  166;  Mills  v.  Parkhurst,  126  N.  Y.  89;  Kaehler  v.  Doh-- 
lerpuhZ,  60  Wis.  256 ;  Crook  v.  First  If  at  Bank,  83  Wis.  31  • 
Warren  v.  Landry,  74  Wis.  144;  Frcmey  v,  Wa/uwatosa  JF^^ 
Co.  99  Wis.  40;  Wirth  v.  Ba/rteU,  89  Wis.  594;  Molme  P.  Ci>. 
V.  BodgerSj  53  Kan.  743;  Boots  v,  Ferguson,  46  Hun,  129  5 
BoU  Mfg.  Co.  V,  Ewing,  109  Cal.  353. 
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"Without  totally  rescinding  such  settlement;  that  it  was  a 

^lecessary  prerequisite  to  such  claim  that  the  defendant  should 

-Qave  returned  the  note  and  mortgage  and  restored  the  agent 

"^  the  situation  existing  prior  to  the  settlement,  and  that  the 

enforcement  of  the  mortgage  with  knowledge  of  the  facts 

not  only  disabled  defendant  from  rescinding  the  settlement, 

out  constituted  a  distinct  ratification  of  the  acts  which  gave 

the  ag-ont  the  status  of  a  debtor  for  goods  unaccounted  for 

instead  of  a  bailee  of  such  goods,  thereby  transferring  the 

title  to  the  goods  to  such  agent 

-Tno   doctrine  that  an  election  once  made  between  two  in- 
consistent remedies  is  binding  upon  the  elector  is  well  un- 
derstood.     It  is  elementary  and  has  often  been  applied 
by  ttxis  court.      Warren  v.  Lcmdry^  Y4  Wis.  144 ;    Orook  v. 
First    JSTat.  JScmJc,  83  Wis.   31 ;  Bank  of  Lodi  v.  WaMum 
JEZ.   <6  JP.  Co.  98  Wis.   547;  Franey  v.  Wauwatoaa  P  Co. 
99  "Wis.  40;  Wirth  v.  BarteU,  89  Wis.  594.     Also  the  excep- 
tion to  that  doctrine,  that  an  election  once  made,  without 
negligence,  in  ignorance  of  some  material  fact  as  to  which 
the  opposite  party  owed  the  duty  of  disclosure,  may  be  re- 
scinded within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  discovery  of  the* 
truth  and  before  any  act  is  done  inconsistent  with  the  exer- 
cise of  that  right ;  and  further,  the  general  doctrine  that,  as 
a  prerequisite  to  rescission  by  one  person  to  a  contract  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  such  person  must  restore  the  other  party 
to  his  original  situation ;  that  the  rescission  must  be  in  totOy 
and  that  the  restoration  must  be  complete  as  well, —  are  all 
familiar.     Orant  v.  ZaWy  29  Wis.  99 ;  HyaUp  v.  French^  52 
Wis.  613;  Friend  Bros.  O.  Co.  v.  EvXbeH,  98  Wis.  183.    Tho 
governing  idea  in  the  authorities  is  that  a  person  cannot; 
keep  the  consideration  received  or  retain  to  himself  the  ad- 
vantages of  a  contract  and  at  the  same  time  repudiate  it. 
So  a  contract  once  made  or  ratified  with  knowledge  of  the 
facts,  or  one  avoided  with  such  knowledge,  irrevocably  fixes 
the  rights  of  the  parties  unless  they  mutually  agree  to  change 
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appears  to  be  required  in  order  to  fit  situations  where  other- 
Tvise  great  injustice  would  be  done.  Take  the  case  stated. 
."What  reason  was  there  in  saying  that  the  vendor  should  re- 
turn to  his  insolvent,  fraudulent  vendee  the  balance  received, 
when  such  vendee  had  parted  to  innocent  persons  with  moro 
of  the  subject  of  the  sale  than  sufficient  to  cover  the  entiro 
amount  of  such  payments,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  a. 
reclamation  of  the  goods  still  within  the  reach  of  the  vendor  P 
Such  a  course  would  have  enabled  the  wrongdoer  to  mako 
a  profit  by  the  rescission  and  put  the  person  injured  in  a  f atr 
Tvorse  plight  after  the  rescission  than  before. 

Kules  of  law  are  supposed  to  be  consistent  with  reason 
and  common,  sense,  so  when  a  proposition  is  put  forward 
■which  is  not  so  consistent  the  presumption  at  once  arises 
that  it  is  wrong,  and  such  presumption  is  not  successfully 
met  and  overcome  by  showing  authority  in  support  of  it,  if, 
notwithstanding,  the  unreasonable  character  of  such  proposi- 
tion yet  remains.     The  right  of  rescission  of  a  contract  for 
fraud,  though  a  legal  right,  is  based  on  equitable  principles. 
Therefore  the  requisites  of  its  exercise  should  go  no  further 
than  strict  compliance  which  the  dictates  of  good  conscience 
requires.     For  that  reason  the  exception  to  the  rule  of  total 
rescission  indicated  has  become  a  part  of  our  jurisprudence. 
In  the  Frieiid  Bros.  Case  the  vendor  could  not  have  rescinded, 
the  sale  for  that  part  of  the  goods  still  under  the  control  of 
the  vendees  or  the  person  who  stood  in  their  place,  and  in- 
4sisted  on  the  contract  as  to  the  balance,  but  could,  as  was 
held,  retain  all  payments  made,  applying  the  same  on  ac- 
count of  goods  that  had  passed  from  the  vendees'  possession 
to  that  of  innocent  parties,  such  payments  not  being  in  ex- 
cess of  the  sale  price  of  such  goods,  and  rescind  the  sale  as* 
to  all  goods  still  in  a  situation  to  be  reclaimed.   That  doctrine 
is  well  supported,  as  shown  in  the  Friend  Bros,  Case.     In 
SchoonrriaJceT  v.  Kelly ^  42  Hun,  299,  it  was  held  that  a  vendor 
Jtteed  not  return  to  his  fraudulent  vendee,  as  a  condition  of 


648         SUPKEME  COUET  OF  WISCONSIN.        [1 

Qay  vs.  D.  M.  Osborne  &  Co. 

rescinding  a  sale,  any  greater  part  of  the  payments  ma 
thereon  than  sufBcient  to  cover  the  goods  on  band,  less  th< 
depreciation  in  value.  To  the  same  effect  is  TooU  v.  Fi. 
2fat.  Bank,  34  Keb.  868,  where  it  is  said,  in  substance,  th 
if  the  fraudulent  vendee  of  goods  upon  which  he  has  ma 
partial  payments  before  the  discovety  of  the  fraud  by  1 
vendor,  sell  to  innocent  parties  a  portion  of  suoh  goods,  8U 
vendor  upon  discovering  the  wrong  may  retain  sufficient 
SDch  payments  to  cover  such  portion,  tender  back  to  t 
guilty  party  the  balance,  and  reclaim  the  goods  still  in  1 
possession.  Treating  of  the  rights  of  a  vendor  in  a  simil 
situation,  in  Sisson  v.  HiU,  18  R  I.  212,  where  the  vend< 
having  received  certain  notes  and  $50  in  cash  of  his  fraud 
lent  vendee,  and  the  latter  having  parted  with  some  of  t 
property  before  the  wrong  was  discovered,  returned  t 
notes,  retained  the  $50  to  apply  on  the  goods  that  had  pass 
beyond  its  reach,  and  replevied  the  goods  still  in  possessii 
of  the  vendee,  and  the  action  was  sustained,  the  court  he 
that  the  general  rule  requiring  a  rescission  in.  toto  or  not 
all  is  not  to  be  applied,  without  exception,  to  an  execut 
sale  contract;  that  it  should  be  applied  no  further  than 
necessary  to  give  full  protection  to  the  wrongdoer;  that  t 
law,  rightly  understood  and  administered,  does  not  requi 
such  a  rigorous  application  of  the  old  doctrine  of  rescissi< 
in  favor  of  the  guilty  party  as  to  necessarily  defeat  the  re: 
edy  of  his  victim.  Sohofidd  v.  Shiffer,  156  Pa.  St.  05,  is 
the  same  effect, 

"What  reason  can  be  assigned  why  the  law  should  not  alk 
a  severance  of  that  part  of  a  sale  contract  which  can  stai 
consistent  with  strict  justice  between  the  parties  and  whi 
cannot  be  rescinded  and  the  former  situation  restored  wit 
out  prejudice  to  the  innocent  party  to  the  advantage  of  t 
wrongdoers,  from  that  part  of  the  contract  as  to  which  t 
former  situation  can  be  completely  restored  consistent  wi 
full  protection  to  the  wrongdoer  against  loss?    None  whi 
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ever,  in  our  judgment.    The  idea  of  those   holding  to  the 
opposite  view  is  that,  the  contract  being  entire,  the  reten- 
tion of  anything  paid  upon  or  any  ad\rantage  under  it,  rnusl^^ 
be  deemed  necessarily  to  be  in  part  fulfillment  of  the  con- 
tract, hence  an  afiBrmance  of  it.     The  more  reasonable  view^ 
is  that  what  had  "the  semblance  of  a  contract  is  not,  by  rea.- 
son  of  the  fraud,  a.  contract  at  all,  because  the  minds  of  th^ 
parties  never  met;  in  regard  to  it.     Therefore  if  an  injured 
party  so  elect,  and  retains  the  consideration  received  to  th.^ 
extent  of  the  goods  that  cannot  be  reclaimed,  as  or  on  ao— 
count  of  indemnity  for  the  wrong,  the  law  will  treat  th.^ 
contract  as  separated  into  two  distinct  transactions,  leavings 
'that  part  as  to  which  the  parties  cannot,  without  prejudice 
■to  the  rights  of  one,  be  restored  to  their  original  situation^ 
distinct  from  that  part  where  such  restoration  can  be  maxio^ 
and  apply  the  rule  of  total  rescission  and  return  of  the  con_ — 
sideration  to  that  part  by  itself. 

The  facts  of  this  case  bring  it  within  the  principles  abo v, 
discussed.    Dowling  committed  a  fraud  upon  defendant 
not  disclosing  the  fact  that  he  had  the  binding  twine  on 
in  store  at  Marxville.    If  defendant  intended  to  treat  tlx 
actual  shortage  of  the  agent,  on  account  of  goods  not 
hand,  as  an  indebtedness,  there  is  no  circumstance  indica-fc^ 
ing  an  intention  to  go  further  and  to  swell  the  amount  \>;y 
goods  in  possession  of  the  agent  which  ought  to  have  beoxi 
disclosed  to  the  principal  and  turned  over.    The  purpose  vv«^s 
only  to  include  in  the  shortage  the  goods  which  Dowling 
had  actually  disposed  of  and  could  not  therefore  restore  -fco 
the  defendant.     The  note  having  been  taken  for  a  sum  loss 
than  the  shortage  after  deducting  therefrom  the  value  of  the 
binding  twine,  upon  discovering  the  fraud  of  the  agent  in 
respect  to  such  twine  defendant  had  a  right  to  treat  the 
former  recognition  of  the  shortage  as  an  indebtedness  not 
binding  in  respect  to  the  twine,  and  at  the  same  time  en- 
force the  note  and  mortgage.    That  separated  the  transac- 
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Ebbob  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Pepin 
county:  E.  W.  IIemus,  Circuit  Judge.     Reversed. 

S.  O,  Gilma/rij  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

For  the  defendant  in  error  there  was  a  brief  by  the  At-   . 
torney  General^  an.<3  oral  argument  by  E,  F.  Ha/mUton^  second 
assistant  attorney  general. 

Bardeen,  J.    The  plaintifif  in  error  was  tried  and  found 
guilty  of  an  assault  upon  his  daughter  with  intent  to  com.- 
mit  rape.    The  only  question  we  need  consider  is  whether 
tlie  evidence  is  sufficient  to  sustain  a  conviction.     The  evi- 
<lence  shows  a  rather  low  state  of  morals  in  defendant's 
family.     The  accused  was  convicted  upon  the  unsupportecL 
testimony  of  the  assaulted  party.     She  lived  with  her  par— 
ents  in  the  city  of  Durand,  and  was  sixteen  years  of  age 
-the  time  the  assault  was  said  to  have  been  committed, 
occurred  between  3  and  4  o'clock  on  a  bright,  sunshiny  da^;^ 
in  the  month  of  July,  1893.     She  was  alone  with  her  fathe 
in  the  house, —  in  the  kitchen.     She  says  that  her  fatho 
locked  one  of  the  doors,  darkened  the  windows,  and  thern^ 
took  her  in  his  arms,  and  carried  her  into  the  front  roorrx 
and  laid  her  on  the  floor.     She  described  his  attempt  to  a.c3— 
complish  his  purpose,  and  then  said:  "  At  about  that  time    I 
heard  a  rap  on  the  door.    He  got  up,  buttoned  up  his  pant^ 
and  went  to  the  door.     Mr.  Nesbit  was  at  the  door.     HI^ 
came  after  the  washing  my  mother  was  doing."    "  I  remoirx- 
ber  of  hollering  once.     I  hollered  •  Oh ! '  or  something    c>f 
that  kind."    "  Defendant  did  not,  that  afternoon,  make  any 
further  attempt  to  have  anything  to  do  with  me.    He  threat- 
ened my  life  if  I  told  my  mother,  and  said  he  would  wliip 
me."    This  is  substantially  all  of  the  testimony  tending  to 
show  guilt.    The  assault  is  positively  denied  by  the  accused. 
Prosecutrix  continued  to  live  with  her  parents.     She  was 
married  in  November,  1896.    After  her  marriage,  herself 
and  husband  continued  to  live  with  her  parents  until  early 
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in  Jannary,  1897.  At  that  time  they  had  some  family  i 
pleasantQess,  and  ahe  made  threats  that  she  would  "  se 
her  father  over  the  road."  Soon  after,  they  moved  to  i 
other  honse,  and  the  complaint  in  this  action  was  ma( 
She  first  told  of  this  incident  over  three  years  and  fc 
months  after  it  is  said  to  have  happened,  and  after  she  v 
married.  At  the  time  Mr.  Nesbit  came  to  the  door,  a 
while  she  claimed  to  be  in  the  most  imminent  danger,  s 
made  no  outcry  and  no  appeal  for  protection.  If  her  sta 
ment  is  tme,  the  situation  was  then  most  critical  and  ati 
cious.  She  does  not  claim  to  have  been  so  overcome  wi 
fright  or  overawed  by  threats  that  she  was  prevented  frc 
realizing  the  enormity  of  the  attempt  made  upon  her.  S 
remained  silent,  and  for  more  than  three  years  kept  silei 
and  it  is  only  when  her  father  orders  her  and  her  husba 
to  seek  a  new  stopping  place  that  her  tongue  is  loosen* 
She  offers  no  excuse  for  her  silence, —  not  even  the  plaasil 
one  of  d^iring  to  shield  her  father.  Under  these  circu 
stances,  we  do  not  think  this  conviction  should  stand. 

There  is  no  role  of  law  in  this  state  which  forbids  a  ju 
to  convict  of  a  crime  of  this  kind  on  the  uncorroborated  e 
dence  of  the  prosecutrix,  provided  they  are  satisfied  of  t 
truth  of  her  testimony  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  Butt 
courts  all  recognize  the  danger  of  convicting  on  her  unci 
roborated  statements.  As  has  been  said,  the  "  accusation 
one  easily  made,  hard  to  be  proved,  and  still  harder  to 
disproved  by  one  ever  so  innocent."  Courts  are  therefc 
reluctant  to  sustain  such  convictions,  unless  the  testimo 
and  surrounding  circumstances  are  quite  clear  and  decisi 
of  guilt.  State  v.  ConneUy,  57  Minn.  482.  The  fact  tt 
there  was  no  evidence  of  injury  to  her  person,  no  outc 
when  help  was  at  hand,  no  complaint  until  long  afterwar 
taken  in  connection  with  her  threats  against  her  father,  t 
iU  feeling  against  him  as  manifested  on  the  trial,  and  t 
evident  desire  of  the  whole  family  to  get  rid  of  him,  thn 
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doubt  and  suspicion  upon  her  story,  and  render  it  highly 
improbable.  An  accusation  so  stale  and  so  entirely  without 
corroboration  demands  the  closest  scrutiny.  So  considered, 
we  are  quite  well  satisfied  that  the  crime  charged  has  not 
been  established  by  that  degree  of  proof  required  by  law. 

By  the  Court, —  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  is  remanded  for  a  new  triaL  The 
warden  of  the  state  prison  will  surrender  the  accused,  CdUovrb 
Wilcox^  to  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  Pepin  county,  who 
will  keep  him  in  his  custody  until  discharged  therefrom 
according  to  law. 


Fbamb  and  others,  Bespondents,  vs.  Thokmann,  Appellant.    |ioe  «gl 

January  IS — April  iS6, 1899. 
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Domicile:  Change:  Emdence:  Ftohate  of  vnU:  JurUdiciion:  Conflict  of 
laws:  Effect  of  judgment  in  anotJier  state:  Legitimacy  of  diildren: 
Marriage  and  divorce:  Statutes:  Extra4erritoirial  effect 

1.  In  a  proceeding  to  probate  a  wiU  the  evidence  (stated  in  the  opinion) 

is  held  to  sustain  a  finding  that  the  testator,  formerly  a  resident  of 
Hiouisiana,  was  at  the  time  of  his  death  a  resident  of  and  domiciled 
in  this  state. 

2,  In  order  to  effect  a  change  of  domicile  from  one  state  to  another  it 

is  only  essential  that  there  should  be  a  removal  accompanied  by  an 
intention  to  make  the  new  abode  a  permanent  residence  or  home ; 
and  the  fact  that  there  was  an  intention  to  return  to  the  former 
domicile  at  some  future  indefinite  time  would  not  prevent  tliQ 
change  from  taking  effect 
&  An  order  or  judgment  of  a  Louisiana  court  appointing  an  adminis- 
trator of  the  estate  or  succession  of  a  deceased  person,  though  base<^ 
on  a  petition  alleging  that  the  deceased  died  while  a  resident  of  thsL-t* 
state  and  that  he  left  property  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  oooirt^, 
is  not  conclusive  as  to  the  domicile  of  the  deceased  and  does  not^ 
binder  sea  1,  art  IV,  Const  of  U.  &  (requiring  full  faith  and  credx^ 
^  be  given  in  each  state  to  the  judicial  proceedings  of  every  otlio^ 
state),  preclude  a  Wisconsin  court  from  taking  jurisdiction  of  a 
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bacher,  because  "  in  the  parish  where  the  deceased  resided^ 
if  he  had  a  fixed  domicile  or  residence  in  the  state."    Eev. 
Civ.  Code  of  La.  art.  935.    (2)  That  Antoinette  Thormann 
ivas  a  beneficiary,  heir,  and  next  of  kin,  entitled  as  such  ta 
be  appointed  administratrix.     Rev.  Civ.  Code  of  La.  art. 
1042 ;  GavjoUe  v.  FerAe,  13  Wall.  405.  (3)  That  the  deceased 
died  intestate.   Rev.  Civ.  Code  of  La.  art.  886 ;  FranJdin  v. 
JFranklin^  91  Tenn.  119.    The  succession  of  Joseph  Fabacher 
in  the  parish  of  Orleans  was  opened  as  an  original  and  not 
as  an  ancillary  one.     The  administratrix  was  appointed  after 
due  advertisements  and  delays,  under  a  petition,  verified  by 
affidavit,  alleging  that  "deceased  was  domiciled  in  New 
Orleans  at  the  time  of  his  death."    All  the  legatees  under 
the  alleged  Wisconsin  will  resided  in  Louisiana  at  the  time, 
and  the  decree  appointing  contestant  the  administratrix  of 
his  succession  determined  that  he  was  domiciled  in  New  Or- 
leans at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  as  such  is  ^.Jmal  decrecy 
possessing  all  the  elements  of  the  thing  adjudged,  and  is  re» 
ad^udicata  as  to  the  question  of  domicile.     Holmes  v.  0,  c& 
C.  R.  Go.  5  Fed.  Rep.  523;  Black,  Judgments,  §  639.    Under 
sec.  905,  R.  S.  of  TJ.  S.,  said  judgment  must  have  the  same 
effect  given  it  in  the  courts  of  Wisconsin  as  it  has  in  the 
courts  of  Louisiana.    In  the  courts  of  Louisiana  such  a  de- 
creie  is  conclusive  as  to  the  domicile  of  the  deceased,  and 
cannot  be  questioned  except  by  action  of  nuUity  or  appeaL 
Dxcson  V,  Dupr6,  32  La.  Ann.  896 ;  Ghevemherg  v.  Bradfordy 
44  La.  Ann.  418;  Simmons  v.  SavZ^  138  U.  S.  439;  Oarrett  v^ 
Boeing,  68  Fed.  Rep.  51,  61. 

To  effect  a  change  of  domicile,  a  new  residence  must  be 
acquired  so  permanently  as  to  exclude  an  existing  intentioix 
to  return  to  the  old  one  or  to  make  a  domicile  elsewhere 
than  at  the  new  place  of  residence.    Ha/rtford  v.  Ghampiorh^ 
58  Conn.    268;  In  re  Zerega's  Will,  20  K  Y.  Supp.  41T  ^ 
Ba/rkley  v.  Succession  of  Steers,  47  La.  Ann.  951.     See,  also^ 
Jacobs,  Domicil,  §  151 ;  Be  Bonneval  v.  Be  Bonnevdl^    X 
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on  the  part  of  the  voter  as  to  his  legal  rigbts.     ElUworth  v. 
Govldahoro^  55  Me.  94;  Idncoln  v.  Hapgood^  11  Jtfass.  Z^O'^ 
.Easterly  v.  Ooodwm^  85  Conn.  279;  Hayes   v.  Sayes,  74  II  !• 
312;  MandeviUe  v.  Huston^  15  La.  Ann.    281;  Folger   -z^. 
Slaughter  J  19  La.  Ann.  323;  Villere  v.  Butma/n^  23  La,.  Ann. 
615;  Clarke  v.  Territory.  1  Wash.  Ter.  N.  S.  68.    See,  also, 
Hewes  v.  Boaster j  48  La.  Ann.  1303;  White  v.  Brovm^  1  Wall. 
Jr.  217;  Jacobs,  Domicil,  §  435,  note  5;  Gardner  v.  Boarcg 
of  Education^  6  Dak.  259 ;  East  Livermore  v.  Farmingtonj  7i 
Me.  154.    The  mere  fact  of  the  transfer  of  the  bodily  pres- 
ence from  one  place  to  another  will  not  work  a  change  o"p 
domicile;  and  while  mere  intention  is  sufficient  to  retain  an 
original  domicile,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  establish  a  new  one, 
no  matter  how  strong  or  how  solemnly  expressed.   White  r?. 
Brown,  1  Walk  Jr.  217;  MitcheU  v.  U.  S.  21  Wall.  350 ; 
Hayes  v,  Uayes,  74  111.  312;  High,  Appdkmt,  2  Doug.  (Mich.), 
515;  Jennison  v.  Hapgood,  10  Pick.  77;  Bell  v.  Kennedy^ 
L.  R.  1  S.  &  D.  App.  307;  Collier  v.  Rivaz,  2  Curteis'  Eccl. 
855;  Brown  v.  Smith,  15  Beav.  444;  Forbes  v.  Forbes,  Kay, 
341;  Waller  v.  Zee,  8  La.  213;  JS^elson  v.  Botts,  16  La.  596. 

For  the  proponent  there  was  a  brief  by  liyan  c&  Mertorh 
and  Chis.  F.  Buck,  and  oral  argument  by  T.  E.  Ryan  and 
Mr,  Buck. 

D.  8.  TuUar,  guardian  ad  litem  for  certain  minors. 

Cassoday,  0.  J.    Joseph  Fabaoher  died  March  3, 1897,  at 
Touro  Infirmary,  in  New  Orleans,  leaving  a  paper  writing, 
purporting  to  be  his  last  will  and  testament,  bearing  date 
October  29,  1896,  and  executed  at  Waukesha,  Wisconsin, 
and  which  writing  (omitting  the  formal  parts)  is  to  the  eflEect 
(1)  that  the  testator  directed  all  his  just  debts,  funeral  ex- 
penses, and  expenses  of  administration  to  be  paid  out  of  his 
personal  estate;  (2)  that  he  donated  and  bequeathed  to  his 
beloved  wife,  Magdalena,  the  income  of  $20,000  of  four  per 

cent.  New   Orleans  city  bonds,  to  be  paid  by  his  executor 
Vor*  102  —  43 
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riage  were  two  children,  viz.,  Antoinette,  the  contestant  herein., 
and  Andreas,  who  died,  about  1887,  unmarried  and  without 
issue;  that  said  deceased  and  his  said  wife  Maria  Anna  lived 
and  cohabited  together  as  husband  and  wife  from  the  dat^ 
of  their  marriag-o  up  to  1864,  at  which  time  he,  the  deceasecl, 
deserted  and  afc>£tndoned  his  said  wife,  Maria  Anna,  aixd 
went  to  live  in   ooncubinage  with  Magdalena  Frey,  a  sister* 
of  his  said  wife,  and  continued  so  to  live  until  about  Janui— 
ary,  1874;  that  January  12, 1874,  his  said  wife,  Maria  Anixa., 
instituted  an  action  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery^ 
and  that  a  decree  to  that  effect  was  granted  therein  to  Marist, 
Anna  January   27,  1874,  by  the  Fifth  district  court  of  ttk 
parish  of  Orleans;   that  thereafter  said  deceased  in  for 
married  Magdalena  Frey  at  New  Orleans;  that  the  deceaseci 
had  eleven  children  by  Magdalena  Frey,  all  of  whom  w&jr 
illegitimate,  and  ten  of  whom  are  named  in  the  will,  th 
of  whom  were  born  after  such  supposed  marriage,  and  ei 
of  whom,  including  Lawrence,  not  named  in  will,  were  box* 
before  such  supposed  marriage;  that  at  the  time  of  the  deatt* 
of  Joseph  Fabacher,  deceased,  he  was  domiciled  in  Ifew  Ozbt*— 
leans,  Louisiana,  and  an  inhabitant  and  resident  thereof  5 
that  the  county  court  of  Waukesha  county  had  no  juris(ii<:*- 
tion  of  such  probate,  nor  in  the  settlement  or  distribution  of 
the  estate  of  the  deceased;  (2)  that  any  attempt  on  the  pai:*t; 
of  Joseph  Fabacher,  deceased,  to  acquire  or  create  a  ficti- 
tious domicile,  inhabitancy,  or  residence  in  Waukesha,  W^is- 
consin,  was  made  with  a  fraudulent  purpose  and  intent  <:>f 
depriving  the  contestant,  Antoinette  Thormann,  of  her  legi-ti- 
mate  and  hereditary  rights,  as  the  sole  heir  at  law  of  "ttie 
deceased  under  the  statutes  of  descent  of  Louisiana;  (3)  th.a.t 
the  execution  of  such  will  was  procured  by  undue  influence 
exercised  over  the  deceased,  and  particularly  by  Magdalena 
Frey,  the  alleged  widow  of  the  deceased;  (4)  that  the  will 
was  not  duly  executed  by  Joseph  Fabacher  in  the  maimer 
and  form  required  by  law. 
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Wisconsin;  that  such  residence  and  domicile  continued  an- 
interruptedly  from  June  20, 1895,  down  to  and  includirig 
March  3,  1897,  the  date  of  his  death;  (4)  that  at  and  prior 
to  the  making  and  execution  of  said  last  will  and  testament 
the  deceased  was  of  sound  mind  and  memory,  and  com  po- 
tent to  make  a  will;  (5)  that  September  30, 1895,  said  tes- 
tator, Joseph  Fabacher,  in   his  lifetime,  and  while  so  doin- 
iciled  at  Waukesha,  was  duly  and  legally  married  at  tb.o 
city  of  Milwaukee,  in  Wisconsin,  to  said  Magdalena  Frejr, 
'wjio  survives  him  as  his  widow ;  that  the  issue  of  said  J  oseplx 
Pabacher  and  Magdalena  Frey  were  eleven  children,  to  wit, 
Joseph  H.,  Albert,  Lawrence,  Anthony,  Louis,  Peter,  John  X., 
Sarbara,  Alois,  MagdaZenay  and  Jacob^  all  of  whom  wer^ 
bom  prior  to  said  marriage  of  September  30, 1895,  and  all 
of  whom  were  by  their  said  father,  Joseph  Fabacher,  in  his 
lifetime,  and  subsequently  to  the  said  marriage,  duly  and 
severally  recognized  by  him  as  his  children  and  oflfspring-^ 
and  that  all  of  said  children  were  at  the  time  of  his  death., 
and  now  are,  heirs  at  law  of  said  Joseph  Fabacher,  do- 
ceased  ;  (6)  that  the  contestant  herein  Antoinette  Thoi^nanrk,^ 
is  a  child  and  heir  at  law  of  said  Joseph  Fabacher,  deceased^ 
by  such  former  marriage  with  Maria  Anna;  (7)  that  in  said 
will  the  testator  did  not  mention  his  son  Lawrence  as 
beneficiary  or  legatee,  nor  did  he  mention  his  daughto 
Antoinette  Thormann,  but  that  such  omission  was  not  l> 
mistake  or  inadvertence  on  the  part  of  the  testator. 

And  as  conclusions  of  law  the  circuit  court  found  (1)  th 
the  domicile  of  the  testator,  Joseph  Fabacher,  at  the  time 
his  death,  March  3,  1897,  was  at  the  city  of  Waukesha, 
Wisconsin;  (2)  that  said  testator  left  him  surviving  hi 
widow,  Magdalena  Fabacher,  and  the  twelve  children  men.^ 
tioned,  as  his  next  of  kin  and  heirs  at  law,  all  of  whom  wer^ 
of  full  age,  except  Magdalena  and  Jacobs  and  that  all  of  said 
children  were  the  legitimate  and  duly  legitimatized  childreti. 
of  said  Joseph  Fabacher,  deceased,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
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the  laws  of  Wisconsin ;  (3)  that  the  will  of  Joseph  Fabac 
deceased,  was  entitled  to  probate  in  the  county  of  Wankt 
and  state  of  Wisconsin  as  the  last  will  and  testament  of  i 
deceased,  and  the  same  was  thereby  admitted  to  probat 
the  last  will  and  testament  of  said  deceased ;  (4)  that  ji 
ment  should  be  entered  admitting  to  probate  the  will  of  i 
deceased,  and  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  county  ci 
admitting  the  same  to  probate,  and  that  the  records 
proceedings  therein  should  be  transmitted  to  the  cou 
court  of  Waukesha  county  for  further  proceedings  aec 
ingtolaw;  that  the  proponent's  costs  and  attorney's 
and  the  fees  of  the  guardian  ad  litem  in  the  circuit  c< 
should  be  paid  out  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased;  and  ji 
ment  was  thereupon  ordered  to  be  entered  in  accords 
with  such  findings. 
From  the  judgment  so  entered  the  contestant  appeals 
Upon  the  argument  in  this  court  the  counsel  for  the  i 
testaot  frankly  conceded  that  the  question  whether  the 
was  executed  in  the  manner  and  form  required  by  the  f 
utes  of  this  state,  and  the  question  whether  such  execui 
had  been  procured  by  undue  influence,  had,  as  a  result  of 
trial,  both  been  eliminated  from  the  case.  It  is  also  i 
ceded  that  this  leaves  but  three  grounds  upon  which  cou' 
seek  to  reverse  the  judgment  on  this  appeal.  One  is  \ 
the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  shows  that  the  tests 
was  an  inhabitant  of,  and  domiciled  la,  New  Orleans  at 
time  of  his  death. 

1.  This  contention  is  based  upon  the  concession  that  u 
alKiut  June  20, 1895,  he  was  domiciled  in  New  Orleans; 
hence  that  the  burden  was  on  the  proponent  to  prove  I 
he  had  completely  abandoned  his  residence  and  doniicil 
New  Orleans,  witbout  any  intention  of  returning,  and 
settled  permanently  in  Waukesha.  As  evidence  in  sup] 
of  such  contention,  counsel  refer  to  the  fact  that  he  was 
sessed  in  New  Orleans  on  household  goods  and  furnil 
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exceeding  $500  in  value  in  each  of  the  years  1893  and  1896 

^nd  that  the  same  were  paid ;  that  he  was  not  assessed  in 

Waukesha  until  June   26,  1896;    that  he  had   purchased 

$50,000  of  New  Orleans  city  bonds,  presumably  in  I894.  or 

1895,  which  were  kept  at  the  Waukesha  National  Bank  •  that 

he  had  kept  an  account  at  the  New  Orleans  National  Bank 

in  which  he  had  deposited  from  May  6,  1896,  to  January  7, 

1897,  in  the  aggregate,  $15,536.34,  against  which  he  had  at 

various  times  drawn  checks  to  nearly  the  same  amount;  that 

May  12, 1896,  he  deposited  in  the  Waukesha  bank  $1,150, 

and  that  he  then  had  on  deposit  in  that  bank  a  balance  of 
$868.17,  making  in  all  $2,018.17,  against  which  checks  had. 

been  drawn,  so  that  January  7,  1897,  he  only  had  a  balance 

to  his  credit  in  that  bank  of  $81.56;  that  in  the  summer  axi.d 
autumn  of  1896  he  manifested  solicitude  for  the  care  of    si 
family  tomb  he  had  erected  seven  years  before  in  New 
leans,  and  made  arrangements  to  have  it  repaired  and 
np,  and  expressed  a  desire  to  be  buried  there;  that  a  slxoxrt 
time  prior  to  June  20,  1895,  he  had  executed  conveyarics^s 
describing  himself  as  of  New  Orleans;  that  in  Decern V>^x, 
1895,  and  May,  1896,  he  registered  at  an  hotel  in  Chicago    5^3 
of  New  Orleans;  that  his  children  remained  in  New     Oz-_ 
leans,  and  were  members  of  the  church  there;  tbat  y^tx 
summoned  as  a  juryman  in  New  Orleans  on  January  6, 1 
he  excused  himself  on  the  ground  that  he  was  seventy-t 
years  of  age;  and  that  during  1895  and  1896  he  made  nxa 
conflicting  oral  declarations  concerning  his  home  and  In  ^ 
intentions  in  reference  to  the  same. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  is  evidence  tending  to  pro 
that  for  several  years  prior  to  1895'  the  testator,  with  la  :j 
family  and  minor  children,  had  been  in  the  habit  of  spen^i^^  I 

ing  his  summers  in  Waukesha,  and  the  balance  of  his  tincm.^  j 

at  New  Orleans;  that  in  the  fall  of  1893  he  purchased  a  fir:^  ^  ' 

lot  in  Waukesha,  and  commenced  the  erection  of  a  dwellixx 
house  thereon,  which  was  completed  in  the  spring  of  18^ 
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September  30,  1895, —  a  little  over  three  months  after  he  so 
became  a  resident  of  Waukesha,  and  described  himself  in- 
the  certificate  of  marriage  as  a  resident  of  Waukesha ;  thati 
in  the  fall  of  1896  he  appeared  before  the  board  of  registra- 
tion in  Waukesha,  and  caused  himself  to  be  registered  as  sl 
voter  in  the  Second  ward  of  the  city  of  Waukesha,  in  whichi 
he  resided  and  voted  at  the  general  election  in  November, 
1896,  after  being  questioned  by  the  board  of  registration 
and  the  inspectors  of  the  election;  that  October  29,  1896,. 
he  executed  the  will  in  question,  describing  himself  thereixi 
as  of  Waukesha,  Wisconsin,  and  therein  nominated  and  ap- 
pointed the  plaintiff  herein,  Andrew  J.  Frame^  who  was  at 
the  time  president  of  the  bank  in  which  such  bonds,  mort- 
gages, and  evidences  of  debt  were  deposited,  as  sole  execu.- 
tor  and  trustee  of  such  will;  that  after  he  so  became  a  resi- 
dent of  Waukesha  he  was  in  New  Orleans  during  an  election, 
for  mayor  of  that  city,  at  which  one  of  his  best  friends  was 
a  candidate,  and  when  requested  to  vote  he  absolutely  re- 
fused to  do  so,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  a  resident  of 
New  Orleans  and  had  no  right  to  vote  in  that  city;  that  his 
children  who  were  of  age  were  all  in  business  in  New  Or^^ 
leans;  that  his  son  Lawrence  was  a  man  of  considerably 
means,  and  constructed  a  house  on  Calhoun  street  in  tha^t 
city,  and  furnished  the  same,  in  order  that  his  father  aixcX 

mother  might  occupy  the  same  when  they  visited  their  chil 

dren  in  winter;  that  after  the  election  in  November,  1890^ 
the  testator  was  induced  by  the  importunities  of  his  wi 
and  a  desire  to  visit  his  children  to  go  to  New  Orleans 
occupy  the  house  so  constructed  by  Lawrence  for  the  wi 
ter,  but  with  the  intention  of  returning  to  Waukesha  in  tH 
spring,  and  that  while  there  he  was  taken  sick,  and  di 
March  3,  1897. 

Upon  evidence  thus  briefly  outlined  the  jury  found  tha^-fc 
at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death  his  domicile  was  at  Waiji^ 
kesha.    The  court  found  the  same  to  be  the  fact,  and  also 
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right  of  an  American  citizen.  To  effect  the  change,  it  was 
only  essential  that  such  removal  should  be  accompanied  by 
an  intention  to  thereafter  make  Waukesha  his  permanent 
residence  or  home.  State  ex  rd.  Wood  Co.  v.  Dodge  Co.  66 
Wis.  79 ;  Kempster  v.  Milwaukee^  97  Wis.  343 ;  Hart  v.  Lind- 
sey,  17  K  II.  236;  S.  C  43  Ank  Dec.  697;  Ringgold  v.  Bar- 
ley^  5  Md.  186;  S.  C  69  Am.  Dec.  107,  and  note;  Hairston 
V.  Hairston,  27  Miss.  704;.  S.  C  61  Am.  Dec.  630.  Even  if 
there  was  an  intention  to  return  at  some  future  indefinite 
^time,  yet  that  would  not  have  prevented  the  change  from 
being  effectual.  Holmes  v.  Oreene,  7  Gray,  299 ;  Sleeper  v, 
Paige,  15  Gray,  349;  Kempsterv.  Milwaukee,  siipra;  Jacobs, 
Domicil,  §§  169, 171.  Most  of  the  testator's  children  resided 
in  New  Orleans,  and  the  mere  fa<5t  that  he  went  there  with 
his  family  for  the  winter,  or  that  he  kept  a  bank  account 
there,  or  that  he  had  expressed  a  desire  to  be  finally  buried 
in  the  tomb  which  had  several  years  before  been  constructed 
at  considerable  expense,  is  not  inconsistent  with  such  change 
of  domicile  from  New  Orleans  to  Waukesha. 

2.  Counsel  for  the  contestant  contends  that  the  Waukesha 
courts  were  barred  from  entertaining  such  jurisdiction  and 
entering  such  judgment  by  reason  of  a  former  final  judg- 
ment of  the  civil  district  court  for  the  parish  of  Orleans, 
Louisiana,  in  the  succession  of  Joseph  Fabacher,  rendered 
and  signed  April  22,  1897,  appointing  the  contestant  ad— 
ministratrix  of  said  estate,  and  by  her  acceptance  and  qual- 
ification of  such  trust.     This  is  based  upon  duly  authenti- 
cated documentary  records  of  proceedings  in  that  court,  to 
the  effect  that  the  deceased  died  in  New  Orleans,  March  ^^ 
1897,  of  strangulation  of  umbilical  hernia;  that  March  20, 
1897,  two  days  after  the  petition  for  the  probate  of  the  will 
was  presented  to  the  county  court  of  Waukesha  county,  tho 
contestant  made  and  verified  her  petition  to  the  judges  of 
such  civil  district  court  for  the  parish  of  Orleans,  represent- 
ing the  death  of  her  father,  that  at  the  time  of  his  death 


' 
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and  the  time  for  opposing  the  same  having  elapsed,  the  court 

**  ordered  that  said  Antoinette  Thormcmn^  wife  of  Charles  'W- 

Thormann,  be  appointed  administratrix  of  this  succession, 

and  that  letters,  as  such,  issue  to  her  on  her  complying  with 

the  requisites  of  the  law.     Judgment  rendered  and  signocl 

April  22, 1897.    Fbed  D.  King,  Judge.    A  true  copy.    F.  E.  ! 

Peterson,  Dy.  01k.; ''  that  thereupon,  and  on  April  30, 189  T, 

that  same  court  appointed  the  contestant,  "Jfr«.  Antovnette 

Thormann  (born  Fabacher),"  as  "administratrix  of  the  said 

succession  of  Joseph  Fabacher,"  and  stated  therein  that  slio 

had  fulfilled  all  the  requisites  of  the  law. 

The  courts  of  Wisconsin  are,  of  course,  bound  to  give  full 
faith  and  credit  to  the  public  acts,  records,  and  judicial  pro— 
ceedings  in  Louisiana,  as  well  as  every  other  state  in  th.^  , 

Union.    Const,  of  TJ.  S.  art.  IV,  sec.  1.    This  court  has  goTi^  \ 

so  far  as  to  sanction  tbe  disallowance  of  a  claim  against  a.xx 
estate  by  the  probate  court  of  another  state  on  the  grouii<LX 
that  such  claim  had  been  barred  by  the  statutes  of  lirtx- 
itation  of  such  state.  Sanborn  v.  Perry ^  86  Wis.  361.  Tc:> 
a  similar  effect:  Origga  v.  Becker ^  87  Wis.  313;  Parlcer  •^. 
Stoughton  M.  Co.  91  Wis.  174, 181.  So  it  has  gone  so  far 
to  hold  that  where  a  resident  of  Wisconsin,  owning  lands  i 
other  states,  makes  a  will  disposing  of  all  his  property,  ttx, 
validity  of  the  will,  so  far  as  such  lands  were  concernecl 
must  be  left  to  the  courts  of  the  states,  respectively,  whex*< 
such  lands  were  situated.  Ford  v.  Ford^  70  Wis.  19;  xS. 
72  Wis.  621.  In  that  case  it  was  held,  as  the  settled  doctrin- 
supported  by  numerous  adjudications,  that  the  validity 
every  disposition  of  real  estate  by  will  must  be  governed  h> 
the  law  of  the  place  where  the  land  is  situated,  and  that  tlx~ 
validity  of  every  disposition  of  personal  property  by  wiXl 
must  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  testator's  domicile  ^.t; 
the  time  of  his  death.  70  Wis.  44,  45.  It  was  also  held  1^^ 
that  case  that  where  such  will  directed  the  personal  asse-t;^ 
to  be  invested  in  lands  in  another  state  the  validity  of  sue J^ 
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conclusive  between  the  same  parties  upon  the  same  matter 
directly  in  question  in  another  court;  (2)  that  the  judgment 
of  a  court  of  exclusive  jurisdiction  directly  upon  the  point; 
involved  was,  in  like  manner,  conclusive  upon  the  same  mat- 
ter between  the  same  parties  coming  incidentally  in  question. 
in  another  court  for  a  different  purpose.    Hex  v.  Duchess  cyf 
-Kingston^  20  How.  State  Tr.  538.    But  even  in  that  case  the 
judges  were  equally  unanimous  in  stating,  as  exceptions  to 
those  rules,  that  no  judgment  "  is  evidence  of  any  matter 
which  came  collaterally  in  question,  though  within  theiir 
jurisdiction;  nor  of  any  matter  incidentally  cognizable;  nor 
of  any  matter  to  be  inferred  by  argument  from  the  judg- 
ment."   These  exceptions  have  frequently  received  the  sanc- 
tion of  this  and  other  courts.    Leiois^s  Appeal^  67  Pa.  St.  165  ; 
Jiennett  v.  Holmes^  1  Dev.  &  B.  Law,  487 ;  OmijoUe  v.  FerriS^ 
13  Wall.  469;  Brown  v.  Brown,  37  K  H.  537;  EunUr  v. 
Davis,  19  Ga.  413 ;  Church  v,  Ohapin,  35  Vt.  224 ;  Williams 
9).  WilliamSy  63  Wis.,  70,  71.    In  a  recent  English  case  it  was 
**  held  that  the  decree  of  the  probate  court  was  not  conclu- 
sive m  rem  as  to  the  domicile,  for  that  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  decree  was  necessarily  based  on  the  finding  as  to  domi- 
cile."   De  Mora  v.  Concha,  29  Ch.  Div.  268.     It  was  there 
queried  whether  the  findings  on  which  a  judgment  in  reirt. 
is  based  are  in  all  cases,  conclusive  against  the  world.     Cer- 
tainly there  was  no  adjudication  in  the  Louisiana  courh 
which  precluded  the  county  court  of  Waukesha  county  fronrx 
taking  jurisdiction  and  admitting  the  will  to  probate  and 
administering  so  much  of  the  estate  as  was  actually  locatecl 
in  Wisconsin,  and  this  includes  the  bonds,  mortgages,  and 
evidences  of  debt  deposited  in  the  Waukesha  bank,  with  tho 
president  thereof,  who  is  executor  of  the  will. 

3.  Counsel  for  the  contestant  contends  that  it  was  error 
for  the  court  to  hold  that  the  eleven  children  of  Joseph  Fa- 
bacher  and  Magdalena  Frey,  all  born  before  their  marriage 
of  September  30, 1895,  were  the  legitimatized  children  of  Jo- 
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aeph  Fabacher,  deceased,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  lawi 
Wisconsin.  As  indicated,  all  those  children  were  of  age  i 
residents  and  citizens  of  Louisiana,  except  the  two  mi 
children.  The  question  of  legitimatizing  the  children  \ 
were  such  citizens  of  Louisiana  was  not  properly  invol 
in  determining  whether  the  will  should  or  should  not  be 
mitted  to  probate.  True,  the  contestant  presented  that  is; 
and  so  the  trial  court  determined  the  same  against  the  c 
testant.  But  it  was  foreign  to  the  probate  of  the  v 
While  the  legislature  of  Wisconsin  may  properly  regul 
the  status  of  citizens  of  this  state,  we  do  not  understand  t 
it  has  any  power  to  prescribe  the  status  of  citizens  of  ot 
states.  Cook  v.  Cook,  56  Wis.  195,  and  cases  there  cited; 
Sure  V.  Lirulnfelt,  82  Wis.  351;  StaU  v.  Duket,  90  Wis.  '. 
The  constitution  of  this  state  provides  that  "  all  lands  wit 
the  state  are  declared  to  be  allodial,  and  feudal  tenures 
prohibited."  Const,  art.  I,  sec.  14.  Being  a  resident  of  i 
state  and  domiciled  therein,  the  testator  had  the  legal  rij 
under  the  laws  of  Wisconsin,  to  dispose  of  his  property,  ] 
and  personal,  as  he  pleased,  and  to  whom  he  pleased,  so  h 
as  he  infringed  no  law-  of  this  state.  He  had  the  legal  ri^ 
therefore,  to  devise  and  bequeath  his  property  to  his  c 
dren  by  name,  as  he  did,  whether  they  were  legitimate 
illegitimate.  So  far  as  the  judgment  in  form  attempted 
legitimatize  the  adult  children  who  were  residing  in  i 
citizens  of  Louisiana,  we  must  hold  that  it  was  estra-judi 
and  inoperative. 

4.  The  testator  being  a  resident  and  domiciled  in  W 
kesha,  as  found  and  determined,  we  perceive  do  legal 
pediment  to  the  marriage  of  the  testator  and  Hagdal 
Frey  on  September  30, 1895.  It  appears  to  be  pretty  fin 
established  that  a  statute  of  a  state,  prohibiting  a  man 
person  who  has  committed  adultery  and  been  divor 
therefor  from  remarrying,  has  no  extra-territorial  fo 
and  hence  cannot  prevent  such  person  from  lawfully  ren 
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rying  in  some  other  state,  although  it  may  smbject  him  to 
punishment  in  the  former  state.  Dickson  v.  Dickson^ s  Sevrs^ 
1  Terg.  110;  8.  C.  24  Am,  Deo,  444, 447;  PMlUpe  v,  Madrid, 
83  Me.  205;  S.  0. 12  L.  R.  A.  862;  JMler's  AdmW  v.  FuUer, 
40  Ala.  801 ;  WHsm  v.  EbU^  88  Ala.  628.  The  courts  of 
liOnisiana  have  applied  the  same  rule  to  such  prohibitory 
statute  of  the  state  of  New  York.  JSkccoession  qf  Herrumde^, 
46  La.  Ann.  962;  i^.  01  24  L.  R.  A.  881.  The  incidental  and 
collateral  effect  of  such  marriage  on  the  two  minor  children^ 
it  is  unnecessary  to  consider. 

By  the  C(ywrt.—  The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  af- 
firmed. 

BabdeeN|  J.,  took  no  part.' 


Mat,  Appellant,  vs.  Ohioago  &  Nobthwestbret  Railw-a:: 

Company,  Respondent. 

AprU  4-^  April  25, 1899. 

HaUroada:  KiUing  of  animals  on  track:  Notice:  Section  man:  Fa%hM!X 

to  close  gate:  Contributory  negligence. 


1.  A  notice  to  a  railway  company  of  a  claim  for  the  killing  of 

through  its  negligence  "in  failing  to  keep  the  gate  in  the  feno 
separating  the  right  of  way  of  said  railway  company  from  a  po; 
tion  of  the  farm  of  W.,  in  said  town  of  Blooming  Grove,  oloseci, 
and  in  the  management  of  its  train  "upon  and  along  said  right  <d 
way,"  eta,  reasoiiably  construed,  locates  the  place  of  the  aooidezi 
on  the  right  of  way  through  W.'s  farm,  and  is  not  so  indefinite  wit> 
respect  to  the  place  of  the  accident  as  to  prevent  a  recovery. 

3.  Failure  of  a  section  man  to  close  a  gate  which  he  knew  to  be  open  1 
the  fence  along  that  part  of  the  right  of  way  upon  which  he  ^ 
employed  does  not  reUeve  the  railway  company  from  liabiUty  iTo 
thekiUing  of  animals  belongmg  to  him,  which  strayed  upon  tli. 
right  of  way  through  said  gate  and  were  struck  by  a  passing  trad 
unless  it  be  shown  that  it  was  his  duty  to  close  such  gate. 
Vol*  102—48 
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&  St.  Paul  Eailway,  ia  the  town  of  Blooming  (irove,  Dane 
county,  and  about  three  miles  from  the  defendant's  station 
in  the  city  of  Madison.  It  was  admitted  that  the  cattle 
must  have  strayed  upon  the  right  of  way  through  a  gate 
in  the  right  of  way  fence,  which  was  placed  there  for  the 
purpose  of  a  farm  crossing  in  the  farm  of  one  Walterscheit, 
through  which  the  defendant's  railway  runs.  It  was  shown 
that  this  gate  had  been  open  for  weeks.  The  plaintiff  lived 
on  the  shore  of  Lake  Monona,  about  half  a  mile  from  this 
gate,  and  kept  his  cows  in  a  yard  running  down  to  the  lake, 
and  inclosed  on  three  sides  by  fences,  and  on  the  lake  side 
by  the  lake  and  a  fence  running  along  the  edge  thereof. 
The  evidence  also  tended  to  show  that  the  cattle  were  left 
in  the  inclosure  as  usual  on  Sunday  night,  August  1,  1897, 
before  the  accident,  and  the  fence  in  good  condition,  and 
all  gates  and  bars  closed,  but  that  during  the  night  they 
escaped  in  some  manner  through  the  lake  side  of  the  in- 
closure. At  about  5  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  August  2d , 
the  plaintiff's  wife  discovered  that  they  were  gone,  and  found 
their  tracks  coming  out  of  the  lake  to  the  east  of  the  ia- 
closure,  and  traced  them  along  the  Cottage  Grove  road  into 
the  premises  of  Walterscheit.  They  were  run  over  by  the 
5  a.  m.  train,  at  a  point  on  the  right  of  way  about  thirteen, 
or  fourteen  rail  lengths  (a  rail  length  is  thirty  feet)  east  of 
the  Walterscheit  gate,  and  the  gate  was  still  open. 

The  evidence  also  showed  that  the  plaintiff  was  then  iti. 
the  defendant's  employ  as  a  section  hand,  and  belonged  to 
the  crew  which  had  charge  of  this  part  of  the  right  of  way^^ 
and  passed  this  gate  daily,  and  knew  that  it  had  been  opeix. 
for  weeks.    He  last  saw  it  open  on  Saturday  before  the  aci— 
cident.    He  testified  that  on  Sunday  before  the  accident  h^ 
went  with  the  section  crew,  at  5  o'clock  a.  m.,  to  Waukesha*, 
and  worked  all  day,  returning  on  a  late  train  that  night, 
and  did  not  see  the  gate  on  either  trip.    Upon  cross-exami- 
nation, he  stated  that  it  was  not  his  duty  to  watch  the  con- 
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as  matter  of  law,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  close 
the  gate.  There  was  no  evidence  tending  to  show  thali  i* 
was  part  of  a  mere  section  man's  duty  to  close  or  repair  gat>os 
or  fences,  without  direction  so  to  do  from  the  foreman,  oi 
the  crew.  In  fact,  all  the  evidence  there  was  in  the  oa.se 
upon  the  subject  was  to  the  contrary.  The  defendant  may, 
perhaps,  be  able  to  show  that  the  plaintiff's  duty,  in  fsua't, 
went  to  this  extent,  but  the  evidence  does  not  now  show  It. 

"So  other  considerations  are  urged  in  support  of  the  non- 
suit. 

JSy  the  Court —  Judgment  reversed,  and  action  remanded, 
for  a  new  trial. 


BtTBifBisTER,  E-espondent,  vs.  Olsok,  Appellant. 

Apra  4^  April  gS,  1899, 

Appeal:  Findings  sustained:  Mistake. 

Findings  of  the  trial  court  that  there  was  a  mistake  in  the  conditioxx 
of  a  mortgage,  and  also  in  the  description  of  the  premises  cover^cL 
by  it,  are  held  not  to  be  against  the  preponderance  of  the  eviden 
in  this  case,  even  applying  the  rule  that  such  mistalce  must 
shown  beyond  reasonable  controversy. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  for  Daix 
county:  E.  G.  Siebbokeb,  Circuit  Judge.    Affirmed. 

Action  to  reform  a  mortgage  of  real  estate.  One  Weltzi 
plaintiff's  father-in-law,  being  indebted  to  the  defendant  i 
about  the  sum  of  $1,700,  secured  by  mortgages  on  certa.i 
real  estate,  and  the  defendant  demanding  payment,  the  pi 
iff,  Weltzin,  and  the  defendant  met  and  negotiated,  as 
result  of  which  it  was  agreed  that  Weltzin  was  to  give 
chattel  mortgage  on  some  $300  worth  of  personal  property- 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  to  give  a  mortgage  on  a  certaij^ 
house  and  lot  of  his  in  the  village  of  Mt.  Vernon.    Plainti:flp 
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Burmeieter  vs.  Olson. 

that  the  understanding  and  agreement  was  tht 
ge  was  merely  to  be  conditioned  upon  Weltzin's 
ir  the  proceeds  of  the  chattel-mortgaged  prop 
le  was  authorized  to  sell  and  dispose  of,  and  tl: 
:«nded  to  cover  only  the  northeast  half  of  lot 
,  of  the  village  of  Mt.  Temon ;  that  as  a  result  o 
tion  he  made  a  memorandum  upon  a  slip  of  p: 
',  "  Olson  will  release  mortgage  when  Weltzin 
ceipta  of  sale,  i  Lot  4,  Block  2;"  and  that  tl 
rns  to  the  attorney  were  to  draw  the  mortgag 
:ly.  The  memorandnm  was  offered  in  evident 
ation.  The  mortgage  in  fact  drawn  covered  the  ■« 
,  in  block  2,  and  was  conditioned  upon  the  payi 
rhole  indebtedness  of  |1,705,  which  plaintiff  clain 
d  without  examining  the  same,  and  upon  the  mi 
erstanding  that  it  was  drawn  in  accordance  witl 
sment  reached.  Defendant  denies  any  mistake. 
'itnesscs  were  called  in  support  of  the  plaintiff's 
The  court  found  that  the  mortgage  was  so  di 
ake  and  was  intended  as  claimed  by  the  plaintiff, 
judgment  reforming  the  same,  from  which  del 
<cals. 

;he  appellant  there  was  a  brief  by  Ben  E.  Wait 
i  M.  DaM,  and  oral  argument  by  Mr.  Wait. 
he  respondent  there  was  a  brief  by  Birdy  Boge 
nd  oral  argument  by  Geo.  W.  Bird. 

B,  J.  After  a  very  careful  examination  of  the 
1  this  case,  we  are  unable  to  say  that  there  is  a 
Luce  thereof  against  the  finding  of  the  circuit  c 
'  mistake  and  contrary  to  agreement  of  the  pai 
rtgage  from  plaintiff  to  defendant  was  conditit 
le  payment  of  the  sum  of  $1,705,  instead  of  b 
ined  that  said  mortgage  should  cease  and  be 
id,  provided  the  said  plaintiff  paid  or  caused  t( 
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paid  to  the  said  defendant  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
personal  property  mentioned,  even  applying  to  the  consid- 
eration of  such  evidence  the  rule  that  the  mistake  must 
be  shown  beyond  reasonable  controversy,  as  announced  in 
JSarter  v.  Ohriatqphf  82  "Wis.  248,  and  numerous  other  cases. 
The  evidence  also  overw^helmingly  supports  the  finding  of  a 
mistake  in  the  description  of  the  mortgaged  premises.    A 
discussion  of  the  evidence  can  ordinarily  serve  no  good  pur- 
pose when  the  conclusion  of  the  circuit  court  therefrom  is 
concurred  in.    The  judgment  reforming  the  mortgage  re- 
sults unavoidably  from,  these  findings,  and  should  not  be 
disturbed. 

By  the  Cowt. — Judgment  affirmed. 
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.A:»A.TEBffKNT  of  aotion.    See  Action,  8-7. 
^A^ooBPTANOE  of  Street.    See  Plat  of  Lands,  2l 
^A.ocii>ENT  INBUKANCE  COMPANIES:  License.    See  Insurance,  1-«, 
^A.cx30rrNTiNa    See  Equity,  6,  7.    Partnership,  8, 6, 


ACTION. 


Ctot4«eo/^iom    S^  Action,  1,  3,  9.    Agenot,  a    Assignment,  2,  a. 
Equity,  3-10.    Estates   of  Decedents,  4,  5.     Fraudulent  Co^ 
VEYANCEs.    Garnishment,  2.    Insurance.  3, 10, 11.    Jutoment? 
Logs  and  Timber,  l,  2.     Master  and  Servant,  1,  sTil  ^Z; 
NiciPAL  Corporations,   4^9.     Negligence.     Partoeb^p    k    ^ 
Railroads,  1, 14    Register  op  Deeds.    Salb  op  Cn^rirk    \    ^ 
Tax  Titles,  8,  4    Tei^phone  Companies,  4.  ^^^^ttels,  X,  ^i^ 

Conditions  precedent    See  Constitutional  Law.     Highwavq    o 
surance,  11.    Limitation  of  Actions,  1, 6.    Munic^at  p^i^ 
HONS,  4    Railroads,  22.    Sale  op  Chattels^  a  ^oiti 

Sot  of  prior  action.    See  Pleading,  2-4 

Zdmitations.    See  Limitation  op  Actions. 

JDelay  as  a  bar.    See  Equity,  1,  8.    Highways,  2. 

Sy  whom  to  he  brought--  WTio  rnay  maintain  See  Action  7    A  ^*^_ 

Assignment,  8.    Estates  OF  Decedents,  4,  5.    MuNicip^^?^-^^    o 
rations,  1-8.    Nuisances.    Officers,  1, 2,  ^^^^"'al  C3^^-.  a 

J^^eave  of  court.    See  Judgment,  a  "*^l*0- 

'^^tement  and  survival. 
1.  The  liability  created  by  sea  4255,  Stata  1898,  in  case  of  the  -» 

a  person  by  an  actionable  injury  for  which  such  person  crv,-!^^^.*.^ 
recovered  damages  if  death  had  not  ensued,  is  for  the  ben^S"^^"^*^  ot 
tain  relatives  of  the  decedent  mentioned  in  sec.  "4256.  StaiL  r^'t  T>v  i^^^e 
in  default  of  such  relatives  there  is  no  liability.    Brow^T  "^^^^s*   ^^' 
Tr.  jR.  Co.  *'  '^^    CI>    »^Od 

2.  I^  an  action  for  damages  under  said  sections,  if  the  cot*>    ^  *  ^i^ 

to  show  the  then  existence  of  relatives  entitled  to  K?^^^li^^     ^^ 
recovery,  it  is  fatally  defective.  ^^^ftt^  ^^'^ 

8.  Under  sea  425$  Stata  1898,  actions  for  injuries  to  the  T^^  jta  5? 

though  death  ensue  from  the  injury.  *^>^^Otx  ^         ^ 

4.  The  right  of  action  for  an  injury  to  the  person  which  ..  ^'r^^i' 

sea  4253  is  separate  and  distinct  from  the  loss  to  sui^-^^^ivcx^         ^ 
recoverable  under  sees.  4255  and  425a  ^^^vi^^jj^^  under 

6.  If  a  i)erson  die  from  the  effects  of  an  actionable  i:>o^  7  JJ5? 

having  received  satisfaction  for  his  damages.  ^>r5^^a\  i»,^         ^ 
the  benefit  of  his  estate  may  be  prosecuted  to  ^^^^  ther^?^*  ^^^ 

"^^taction^aft^r 
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AGENCY. 

See  Bills  and  Notes,  C    Contracts,  3.    Insltiance,  9, 10, 13. 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  principal  for  money  borrowed  in  his  name  by 
an  agent,  there  was  evidence  requiring  the  submission  to  the  jury 
of  the  question  whether  the  agent  had  actual  authority  and  also 
"whether  he  had  apparent  authority.  The  jury  found  that  he  had 
authority  to  borrow  money,  and  that  the  plaintiff  believed  that  he 
had  that  authority.  Held^  that  the  verdict  was  uncertain  as  to 
"whether  the  agent  had  actual  or  apparent  authority,  and  therefore 
"would  not  support  a  judgment  for  plaintiff,  in  the  absence  of  a  find- 
ing that  the  plaintiff  had  reasonaole  ground  on  which  to  base  his 
belief  as  to  the  agent's  authority.     Mcbermott  v,  Jackson,  419 

3.  In  such  a  case  the  better  practice  would  be  to  submit  a  question  as 
to  each  form  of  authority  separately,  under  proper  instructions. 

Ibid, 

3,  No  recovery  can  be  had  against  a  principal  on  the  ground  of  ratifi- 
cation of  his  agent's  unauthorizea  act  in  borrowing  money  which 
-was  used  in  his  business,  by  reason  of  his  retention  of  the  borrowed 
money,  unless  he  had  a  reasonable  time  after  notice  of  the  lender's 
claim,  not  only  to  make  inquiry  into  the  facts,  but  also  to  return 
the  money.  Ibid, 

AliMONT.    See  DivOBCB. 

Altsration  of  note.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  1,  % 

Amendment. 
Of  pleading.    See  Insurance,  7.    Pleading,  2.- 
Of  statutes.    See  Insurance,  1, 11.    Tax  Titles,  8. 

Annxhty  Tables.    See  Damages,  3. 

APPEAL  AND  ERROR. 

Writ  of  error t  when  lies, 

1.  A  writ  of  error  will  lie  only  after  judgment  in  an  action  at  law,  and 

cannot  be  used  to  review  judgments  in  equitable  actiona  Farni' 
era  F,  Ins.  Co.  v.  Conrad,  887 

From  what  appeal  may  be  taken:  **  Amount  involved," 

2,  "Where  the  only  controverted  question  is  whether  a  contract  for  the 

sale  of  three  carriages  was  separable,  and  the  plaintiff  therefore 
entitled  to  recover  $85,  the  contract  price  of  one  of  them,  without 
delivery  of  the  others,  this  court  obtains  no  jurisdiction  by  an  ap- 
l^eal  unless  accompanied  by  a  certificate  of  the  trial  judge  as  pro- 
vided in  sea  3047,  Stats.  189a    Troy  C.  Co,  v.  Bonell,  424 

By  whom  appeal  may  he  taken:  Undertaking,  when  necessary.    See  Mu- 
nicipal Corporations,  2,  3. 

8.  An  action  in  the  circuit  court  to  enjoin  the  continuance  of  a  pub- 
lic nuisance,  when  instituted  by  a  private  relator  in  the  name  of 
the  state,  is  not  an  action  brought  by  the  state,  and  an  effective 
appeal  therein  cannot  be  taken  by  the  relator  without  the  giving 
of  an  undertaking.    State  ex  ret  Hartung  v,  Milwaukee,  509 

Bights  of  surety  on  appeal  bond:  Vacating  judgment    See  Subbtyship. 

Becord:  Bill  of  exceptions.    See  Appeal,  5.    Practice,  L 
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troversy,  where  the  court  direots  the  jury  to  answer  yes  or  no  to 
the  question  aocording  as  they  shall  find  on  the  disputed  propc»i- 
tion,  IS  not  prejudicial  error.  Jbid, 

19.  In  a  case  tried  by  the  court,  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  if  taken,  being 

only  advisory,  errors  in  the  submission  of  questions  or  instructions 
given  by  the  court  in  regard  thereto,  to  the  jury,  are  not  necessa- 
rily prejudicial  error.  '  Ibid, 

20.  Unwarranted  statements  of  plaintiff's  counsel  in  his  argument  to 

the  jury,  to  the  effect  "that,  by  reason  of  its  immense  power  as  a 
railroad  corporation,  th.e  defendant  had  prostituted  justice  and  at- 
tempted subornation  of  perjury,  are  field  to  be  so  prejudicial  as 
to  warrant  reversal  of  a.  judgment  in  plaintiff's  favor,  unless  prop- 
erly rebuked  by  the  trial  court  Masteraonv,  O,  d^N.W.B,  Co,    571 

21.  Where  counsel  abuse  their  privilege  in  their  argument  to  the  jury, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  trial  court  to  interpose  with  vigor  and  stop 
it;  and  a  mere  statement  that  the  remark  is  subject  to  criticism, 
or  that  it  is  rather  a  strong  statement^  is  insufficient  to  correct 
the  eviL  Ibid, 

Modification  of  judgment  before  affirmance, 

22k  A  judgment  in  an  equity  case  may  be  modified  on  appeal  and  affirmed 
as  modified.    Menzv,Beebej    '  342 

Costs:  Printing:  Cases  and  briefs, 

28.  The  printed  case  herein,  containing  the  bill  of  exceptions  in  full,  and 
the  appellant's  brief,  which  fails  to  make  the  proper  references  to 
the  record,  are  hdd  not  to  comply  with  Supreme  Court  Rules  VIII, 
IX;  and  an  allowance  for  the  printing  thereof  was  properly  refused 
in  the  taxation  of  costs.    Grouse  v,  C,  AN,  W,  R,  Co,  19^ 

Appeal  from  county  court.    See  Municipal  Cobpqrations,  2,  a 

Appeal  from  county  board.    See  Tax  Titles,  5. 

Appeal  from  hoard  of  public  works.    See  Telephone  Companies,  & 

Application  of  paymenta    See  Pledges. 

Arguments  to  jury.    See  Appeal,  20,  31.    Railroads,  la 

Assault  with  intent  to  rape.    See  Criminal  Law,  8. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

Partial  assignment  of  claim:  Equity:  Assent  of  debtor:  Notice. 

1.  A  contractor  for  work  on  a  building  i)rocured  from  the  architects 

several  certificates  of  the  amounts  which  he  had  earned  in  different 
departments  of  the  work,  in  advance  of  the  time  fixed  by  the  con- 
tract for  payment,  and  delivered  them  to  subcontractors  for  those 
departments,  with  intent  thereby  to  assign  the  corresponding  por- 
tions of  the  fund  to  which  he  was  to  become  entitled.  Held,  that 
there  was  in  equity  an  effectual  assignment  as  between  the  parties 
and  as  against  the  contractor's  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
under  a  voluntary  assignment  subsequently  mada  Skobis  v,  Ferge, 

122 

2.  Gteneral  information  that  his  creditor  is  likely  to  borrow  on  the 

credit  of  a  debt,  or  that  he  has  in  other  instances  borrowed  upon 
it,  or  a  mere  suspicion  that  the  creditor  miglit  have  made  an  aa- 
signment  to  others,  does  not  render  a  debtor  liable  to  an  assignee 
in  respect  to  payments  made  to  the  original  creditor  before  receiv- 
ing exact  and  specific  notice  of  the  assignment.  Ibid, 


Wis.]  index  687 

was  not  the  agent  of  the  purchaser,  where  the  latter  did  no  act 
authorizing  a  belief  that  an  agency  existed.  Winkelmann  v.  Brick- 
ertj  50 

7.  Where,  i)ur8uant  to  an  option  given  him,  the  holder  of  a  note  has, 
before  its  maturity,  declared  the  whole  amount  thereof  to  be  due 
and  payable,  interest  coupons  subsequently  maturing  will  not  bear 
interest,  in  the  absence  of  a  clearly  expressed  written  agreement 
to  that  effect     StubbinQS  v.  O'Coiuior,  352 

a  If  there  was  no  fraud  in  securing  the  indorsement  of  a  promissory 
note,  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  the  indorsers  did 
not  intend  to  bind  themselves  as  such    HaJbacIi  v.  Trester,       530 

9.  A  bona  .^(Repurchaser  of  a  promissory  note  for  value  before  matu- 

rity is  presumed  to  have  relied  upon  an  indorsement  thereon,  and 
the  indorsers  cannot  sliow  the  contrary.  Ibid, 

10.  Acceptance  by  a  creditox-  of  the  note  of  a  third  person  does  not  con- 

stitute payment  of  tho  debt  unless  expressly  so  agreed;  and  the 
burden  of  proving  sucK  an  agreement  is  upon  the  debtor.  Willow 
River  L.  Co.  v,  Duger  Fhirniture  Co.  63ft 


IhicL 

13.  Evidence  that  the  general  manager  of  a  corporation,  after  the  receipt 
from  its  debtor  of  a  note  made  bv  a  third  person  and  indorsed  bv 
the  debtor,  saw  the  secretary  of  the  latter  and  informed  him  that 
the  note  had  been  received  and  that  he  would  keep  it  and  if  col- 
lected would  credit  the  amount  and  if  not  would  return  it,  to  which 
proposition  the  secretary  assented,  is  not  objectionable,  upon  the 
issue  as  to  whether  or  not  the  note  was  accepted  in  payment  of 
the  debt,  on  the  ground  that  it  conti-adicts  the  legal  imjwrt  of  the 
debtor's  indorsement  IbicL 

BOND&    See  Registkb  op  Deed&    Suretyship.    Volijntary  Assion- 

UENT,  2. 

BsiEPS.    See  Appeal,  7,  28. 

BuiLDma  Contracts.    See  Assignment,  1, 4 

Burden  op  Proop.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  1,  2,  9, 10.    Fraud,  1,  4   In- 
solvency, 2.     Municipal  Corporations,  5.     Railroads,  18  19 
Tax  Titles,  2.  '     * 

Carriers.    See  Railroads,  1-9. 

CASES  DISTINGUISHED,  Etc 

1.  CottreU  V.  New  London  F.  Co,  94  Wis.  176  (as  to  judgment  for  de- 

ficiency), distinguished.    Halbach  v,  Trester,  530,  534 

2.  Fifleld  v.  Sweeney,  62  Wis.  204.    See  Na  28. 

3.  Ford  V.  HiU,  92  Wia  188  (as  to  powers  of  corporate  officers),  distin- 

guished.   Calteaux  v.  Mueller^  52g 

4  Fuhrman  v.  Jones,  68  Wis.  497  (as  to  filing  bond  of  assignee),  distin- 
guished.   Toepfer  v.  Lampert,  4^7 

5.  Oove  V.  White,  20  Wia  425;  Kingman  v,  Oraham,  51  Wis.  232  (as  to 

estoppel),  distinguished.    Two  Rivers  Mfg,  Co,  v.  Day,  328,  333 

6.  Harrison  v.  Milwaukee  Co,  51  Wis.  64?  (as  to  highway  expenditures), 

overruled.    Webster  v.  Douglas  Co.  i83. 190 


6.  Sughea  u.  Fond  du,  Lac,  73  Wis.  380;  Little  v.  MadisOTi,  4S  Wis 
{as  to  liability  for  obstruction  or  defect  in  street),  diBtinguie 
Ziegltr  v.  Weit  Bend, 


la  Kingman  v.  Graham,  51  Wis.  333.    See  No.  6. 
11.  Little  V.  Madison,  43  Wis.  643.    See  Na  a 


14  Menzesheimer  v.  Eeiaiedy,  75  Wis.  411;  Michelatetter  v.  Weine 
Wis.  298  [as  to  -voluntary  Assigament),  diatiuguished.  Svxet,  Lh 
rier  *  Co.  V.  Nff,  482 

15.  Mi»shelatetter  v.  Weina;  83  Wis.  a9a    See  Na  11 

la  Page  v.  tMnaher,  48  Wi&  2aL    Bee  Na.83; 

17.  PiMTO  V.  Fond  du  Lac,  61  Wis.  898;  Reed  v.  Madiaon.  83  Wis.  171 

to  applicability  of  statutes),  diatinguisbed.    Jtdyea  v.  Tomah 

P.  <S  P.  Co.  803, 

la  Seed  V.  JKadwon.  88  Wis.  171.    See  No.  17. 
19:  Jteooir  v.  State,  82  Wis.  295  (as  to  mistake  in  charge),  distiuguis 

Butler  V.  State, 
Bohdev.  G*JKB    _ 

ing),  distinguished.     WKite  v.  0.  db  ^ 
31.  St  Clara  F.  Academy  v.N.W.Nal.  Ins.  Co.  101 'Wia.4Mf,aBtoa,m 

ment  oF  pleading),  distinguiaiied.    Carroll  v.  Fethert, 
23.  Sckwalm  v.  McJntyre,  17  Wis.  233;  Page  v.  Danaker,  43  Wis.  22 

to  alteration  in  written  instrument),  distinguished.    Matdatu 

Smith, 
aa  Sdleck  V.  JanesuiOe,  100  Wig.  163.    See  Na  26. 


25l  Stephani  v.  Manitowoc,  89  Wi&  467  (as  to  notice  of  defect  in  str 
distinguished.    Ziegler  v.  West  Bend, 

26.  Tebo  V.  Augusta,  90  Wis.  406;  Selleck  v.  JanesvUle,  100  Wis.  163  d 

hypothetical  questions),  distinguished.    Sohaidler  v.  C.  <fc  N.  U 
Co. 

27.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fricke,  94  Wis.  258  and  99  Wis.  367  (as  to  li« 

fees),  followed.    State  ex  rd.  Fidelity  /t  C.  Co.  v.  Fricke,      107. 

aa  Fan  Oss  v.  Synon,  85  Wis.  SSI ;  Fifidd  v.  Sweeney.  62  Wis.  204  (e 

nature  of  action),  distinguished.    iMne  v.  Frameg,  S76, 


Cause  of  Action.    See  Action. 

Certificates  of  Stock.    See  Fastnebsbip,  8-9. 
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CERTIORARL 

A  writ  of  certiorari  does  not  vacate  the  order  or  judgment  challenged 
thereb^r,  but  merely  suspends  its  execution.  It  does  not  prevent 
the  giving  of  notice  of  tne  entry  of  the  judgment  or  order  for  the 
purpose  of  setting  the  time  running  within  which  a  bill  of  ezoep 
tions  must  be  settled.     State  ex  veL  C.  <Sb  N,  W.  IL  Co,  v,  Bumellt 
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CHARama  the  Juby.    See  Instruotions  to  Jubt. 

Chattel  Mortgages.  See  Frauditlent  Conveyances,  3,  a  Garnibb- 
MENT,  3.  Insurance^  la  Partnership,  4  Voluntary  Assiom- 
ment,  5. 

Circuit  Courts.    See  Nuisances.    Terms  of  Court; 

Cities.    See  Municipal  CoRPORATiONa 

Collateral  Security.    See  Pledges. 

Commercial  Paper.    See  Bills  and  Notes. 

Commissioner  of  Insurance.    See  Insurance,  3-0. 

Common  Carrter&    See  Railroads,  1-9. 

COMMON  SCHOOLa 

Under  sec.  528,  R  S.  1878  (providing  for  an  executive  committee  of 
town  boards  of  school  directors,  to  consist  of  the  president,  vice 
president,  and  secretary),  and  sea  529,  as  amended  hy  ch.  297,  Laws 
of  1887  (providing  that  such  committee  shall  employ  such  teachers 
as  they  deem  necassary;  that  each  contract  shall  be  in  writing; 
shall  be  signed  by  the  teacher  and  by  the  president  and  secretary, 
and  when  completed  shall  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  town  board 
of  school  directors),  a  contract  signed  bv  said  president  and  secre- 
tary individually,  without  authority  duly  given  by  the  executive 
committee,  is  not  binding  on  the  district.  McNolty  v.  Board  of 
School  Directors,  261 

Complaint:  Preliminary  examination.    See  Criminal  Law,  "L 

Conditional  transfers.    See  Partnership,  4 

CONDITIONa 

Precedent.  See  Constitutional  Law.  Insurancb;  11.  Limitation 
OF  Actions,  1,  6.  Municipal  Corporations,  4  Railroads,  23. 
Sale  of  Chatteus,  2,  S. 

Subsequent    See  Insurance,  17. 

Confidential  RELATiONa    See  Fraud,  1. 

CONFLICT  OF  LAWa 

See  Judgment,  8. 

The  statutes  of  another  state,  prohibiting  a  person  who  has  been  di- 
vorced for  adultery  from  remarrying,  have  no  extra-territorial  force, 
and  ccmnot  prevent  him  from  lawfully  remarrying  in  this  state. 
Frame  v.  Thormann,  653 

Consideration.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  8. 

Consolidation  and  severance  of  claims.    See  Tax  Titles,  6. 

Voi.  102-44 
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CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 


:ht  bj  etatut«  to  compensation  for  injviries  can  bo  gn-n 

1  oondition,  or  the  oondition  cbanKod  as  to  existing  situatic 

le  right  taken  away  entirelj.  in  the  discretion  of  the  legi 

Such  rights  are  not  the  subject  of  constitutional  proteoti 


tuto  adding  some  new  condition  to  the  statutory-  eight  to  C4 
■ation  for  an  injury,  is  not  a  statute  of  limitations  afFectinj 

9  remedy,  like  a  statute  of  limitations  strictly  so  called,  bn 
acting  upon  a  right,  solely  under  legislative  control.         It 

CONTEACra 

ION,  9,  10.  Aqenct.  Appeal,  Z  AsSIQNHB^'T.  BiiJ«  i 
ES.  Common  Schools.  Corpokatiokb.  CooNxiEa  Dak aq 
Equity,  1-4.  7-ia     Estates   of  Decedents.     Evidence. 

OD,  1,  2.  Frattoclknt  Convetanck.  Garnishment.  1, 
FRANCE,  7-18.    Liens.    Loos  and  Tiubbr.    Uasteb  and  Se 

1-4  MoRTOAOEs.  Partnership.  Pledges.  Public  Lan 
utOADB,  1,  7.    Sale  of  Chattels.    University  of  Wise 

Voluntary  Assionhent,  4,  6. 
I  a  person  falsely  represents  the  character  or  value  of  prope 
;h6  purpose  of  inducing  another  to  iiart  with  the  same  by  a  8 
xchange  for  other  property  owned  oy  him,  and  relyinfi-  then 
I  other  makes  tlie  sale  or  exohange,  he  may  rescind  the  tra 
m  within  a  reasonable  time  after  discovering  tlie  fraud, 
rning  or  offering  to  return  what  he  received,  and  comp( 
uration  to  his  former  situation.  Menz  v,  Beebe, 
le  of  a  rescission  of  a  fraudulent  transaction  as  stated,  the  frn 
t  vendee  becomes  a  trustee  for  bis  vendor  and  liable  to  accoi 
a,]\  property  received  from  him;  and  in  case  he  is  unabl« 
)re  all  the  property,  then  to  account  for  the  value,  when 
ed,  of  that  which  be  cannot  restore,  with  intoreet;  or  if  he  I 

it  for  more  than  its  fair  value,  then  to  aoeount  for  the  amoi 
weired,  with  interest,  the  rule  being  that  the  fraudulent  vem 
QO  right  to  profit  by  bis  fraud.  It 

[ent,  employed  to  sell  goods  on  commission  for  a  stated  peri 

10  end  thereof  pretended  to  exhibit  and  acoount  for  all  uns 
Is.  thereby  showing  a  considerable  shortage  in  bis  accoui 
esenting,  apparently,  property  sold  and  the  proceeds  conver 
uch  agent  to  his  own  use.  and  tben  gave  a  note  and  mortgt 
is  principal  for  a  part  of  such  shurluga  The  principal  tlit 
r  discovered  other  unsold  goods  in  the  possession  or  under  I 
rol  of  the  agent,  of  less  value  than  the  balance  of  the  sbortt 
xoess  of  tlie  note  and  mortgage,  and  subsequently  enfori 
I  mortgage,  but  did  no  other  act  in  ratification  of  the  set 
t.  }]3d,  that  the  principal  might  rescind  the  settlement  a£ 
^ooiIb  discovered  after  it  was  made,  and  reclaim  such  goc 

V.  D.  M.  Osborne  *  Co. 
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a  portion  of  such  goods  to  a  hona  fide  purchaser,  such  other,  upon 
discovering  the  fraud,  may  affirm  the  transaction  in  toto  as  to  the 
property  beyond  his  reach,  and  rescind  it  in  toto  as  to  all  goods  in 
the  hands  of  his  vendee  not  subject  to  the  hona  fide  claim  of  any 
one  else,  and  reclaim  such  goods  without  returning  or  offering  to 
return  what  was  by  him  received  upon  the  transaction  if  it  was 
not  sufficient  to  more   than  pay  for  the  goods  not  so  reclaimed. 
The  doctrine  that  in  order  to  avoid  a  sale  of  property  induced  by 
fraud  it  is  requisite  that  the  defrauding  party  be  completely  re- 
stored to  his  former  situation,  and  that  any  act  of  the  defrauded 
party  after  discovering   the  fraud,  recognizing  the  validity  of  the 
transaction,  constitutes  an  irrevocable  election  to  ratify  it,  is  not 
without  exception,  notably,  that  when  the  transaction  is  sepa- 
rable, without  injustice  to  the  wrongdoer,  in  accordance  with  the 
situation  of  the  property  as  regards  being  part  subject  to  reclama- 
tion by  the  vendor  by  reason  of  being  under  his  control,  and  the 
other  not,  by  reason  of  its  having  been  transferred  to  innocent 
third  parties,  the  election  will  be  construed  as  affecting  the  latter 
part  only  if  that  can  reasonably  be  done,  as  where  the  act  recog- 
nizing the  validity  of  the  transaction  merely  consists  in  retaining 
payment  or  enforcing  payment  for  goods  sold  to  innocent  third 
parties.  Ibid, 

6.  At  the  time  of  making  a  contract  by  which  defendants  were  to  cut 
and  deliver  large  quantities  of  logs  each  year  for  several  years  at 
plaintiff's  sawmill,  it  was  agreed  that  defendants  should  purchase 
from  plaintiff,  among  other  things,  a  logging  railroad  and  rts  equip- 
ment, then  used  in  carrying  logs  to  said  mill.  A  bill  of  sale  was 
executed,  conveying  in  general  language  all  of  plaintiff's  camp 
and  logging  outfit,  with  a  specification  of  the  dijfferent  kinds  of 
property  of  which  said  outfit  consisted,  the  description  therein  of 
the  railroad  property  being  as  follows:  "One  locomotive,  eighteen 
cars,  and  all  the  rail  and  railroad  material  of  every  name  and  nat- 
ure." Thereafter  plaintiff  turned  over  the  railroad  property  as  it 
then  existed  to  deiendants,  and  it  was  used  by  them  for  a  consid- 
erable time,  and  until  trouble  arose  between  the  parties,  with  no 
intimation  that  the  transfer  did  not  include  the  right  to  use  the 
bed  on  which  the  rails  were  laid.  Held,  that  the  bill  of  sale,  when 
viewed  in  the  light  of  the  transaction  of  which  it  formed  a  part 
and  of  the  practical  construction  given  it  by  the  parties,  conveyed 
the  right  or  way  of  the  railroad.    Shores  L,  Co,  v,  Stitt,  '450 

6.  In  determining  the  meaning  of  words  or  terms  used  in  a  contract, 

the  custom  or  usage  of  the  place  of  the  contract  governs,  whether 
both  parties  knew  of  such  custom  or  not  The  place  of  the  con- 
tract IS  the  place  of  its  making,  unless  its  terms  indicate  another 
place  for  performance.  Jhid 

7.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  written  conti-act,  not 

under  seal,  of  which  there  has  been  manual  tradition,  was  not  to 
become  binding  until  the  happening  of  some  event  or  ascertain- 
ment of  some  fact,  but  not  that  the  contract  was  to  be  presently 
binding  and  to  become  void  on  the  happening  of  some  event. 
Thame  v,  u^tiia  Ins,  Co.  593 

a  The  defendant  county  agreed  to  purchase  a  stone-crusher  of  plaintiff 
under  a  contract  warranting  the  machine  to  be  thoroughly  made, 
of  good  material  and  workmanship,  and  capable  of  doing  the  work 
for  which  it  was  intended,  and  providing  that  three  days  should  be 
allowed  for  testing  the  machine,  at  the  expiration  of  which  the 
county  agreed  to  make  settlement.    Held,  that  the  county  was  not 


u  demonstrated  dur 
t  crushing  sucli  roci 
substantial  parts.  W 

t,  if  any  part  of  the  : 
fill  the  warranty, 
and  that  continued  i 
'  it  was  set  up  should 
"anty.  Held,  that  si 
are  discovered  after 
t  failed  to  meet  the  ] 

t  pleaded  failure  of 
I  its  evidence  tendet 
■MO  of  the  county  bo 
the  third  day's  test, 
it  an  arrangement  ' 
}mmittee  and  plaint 
sessioD  of  the  macb 
which  said  member ' 
tee  were  present  at 
■e  satisfactorily  than 
vidence  tended  to  sh 
test;  that  it  contin 
machine  worked  se 
i  swinging  die  begai 
ible  the  machiae.  H 
•  the  jury  only  the  q' 
lade  witniu  a  reasons 


lECTHENT.   Equity, 

[CDTIOKS.     FlSDUiaB 

lAOES,  i.  PuBuo  Lai 


S  of  conducting  its  b 
as  effectually  clothf 
in  close  out  its  buain 
Len.    Northwestern  1 

osing  out  of  the  busir 
f  possession,  is  sustai 
ent  without  the  fori 
ring  that  the  article 
resident  should  have 
1  of  the  property,  afb 
le  direction  of  the  bo 
ce  of  the  corporatiOE 
gofUcer;  that  theba 
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of  directors  either  knew  of  the  transaction  or  did  not  know  because 
they  intriisted  everything  to  the  president;  and  that  they  took  no 
steps  to  disaffirm  it,  even  when  garnishment  proceedings  had  been 
instituted  against  the  purchaser  by  a  creditor  of  the  corporation. 

Ibid. 

a  A  corporation,  not  prohibited  by  its  charter,  may  purchase  its  own 

capital  stock,  yet  suchi  power  cannot  be  exercised  by  an  officer  of 

the  corporation  without  special  authorization  in  that  regard  by  its 

board  of  directors.     OcUteaux  v,  MueUer,  535 

4,  If  a  secretary  and  business  manager  of  a  corporation,  having  no  au- 
thority other  than  that  ordinarily  incident  to  such  a  position,  sell 
and  deliver  to  another  property  of  the  corporation,  agreeing  to  ac- 
cept in  its  behalf  sona©  of  its  capital  stock  in  payment  therefor,  and 
such  other  disable  hixnself  from  returning  such  property  by  trans- 
ferring title  thereof  "to  a  third  person,  the  corporation  may,  at  its 
election,  hold  such  other  liable  on  an  implied  promise  to  pay  for 
such  proi)erty  at  the  sale  price.  ibicL 

Officer  as  surety  on  corgpration  note:  Extension.  See  Bells  and  Notes,  4 

Officer  not  a  "party  "  to  corporation's  suit    See  Evidence,  7, 

Foreign  corporations:  LU^ense,    See  Insurance,  1-6. 

Municipal  corporations.    See  Municipal  GoRPORATiONa 

COSTa 

See  Appeal,  16,  23.    Garnishment,  8,  4    Officers,  5.    Trusts,  a 

Though  costs  in  an  equity^  case  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  that 
means  a  legal  discretion  —  not  mere  arbitrary  judicial  will-  and 
unless  a  person  has  been  called  into  court  by  another  or  preiudiced 
bj  him  in  some  way.  in  the  action,  there  is  nothing  for  the  discM- 
tion  of  the  court. to  act  upon  in  mulcting  such  other  in  costa  Men^ 
V.  Beebe,  g^ 

COUNTIEa 

See  Contracts,  8-10.    Estoppel,  4    Highways,  l-H    Tax  Titles. 

Under  sec.  1308,  Stats.  1898  (authorizing  the  county  board  to  adont 
main  traveled  roads  as  county  highways,  to  keep  the  same  in  iS. 
pair,  and  to  designate  other  roads  for  the  purpose  of  makine  reoaim 
thereon  without  adopting  them  as  county  roads),  a  county  mav  du^ 
chase  a  stone-crusher;  and  the  fact  that  a  purpose  was  expressed 
to  rent  such  machine  to  the  several  towns  did  not  take  awav  suoh 
power.    Western  W.  8.  Co,  v.  Chippewa  Co.  qi^ 

COURT  AND  JURY. 

See  Contracts,  10.  Instructions  to  Jury.  Judgment,  1.  Master 
AND  Servant,  7,  9. 10.  Municipal  Corporations,  9.  Railroads. 
4r-6,  8,  9, 14^  16.    Replevin.  ^ 

1.  The  rule  that  disputed  questions  of  fact  on  evidence  are  to  be  an- 
swered by  the  jury  applies  only  where  the  evidence  is  such  that 
there  is  room  for  different  reasonable  inferences  therefrom.  If 
the  truth  of  propositions  of  fact  upon  which  the  right  of  recovery 
depends  be  not  within  the  range  of  reasonable  probabilities,  no  quei 
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6.  A  mistake,  m  charing  the  jury  that  a  reasonable  doubt  is  one 

whion,  after  a  consideration  of  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  "leaves 
the  minds  of  the  jury  in  that  condition  that  they  can  say  that  they 
feel  an  abiding  conviction,  to  a  moral  certainty,  of  the  truth  of  the 
charge,  —  usmg  the  word  "  can  "  instead  of  "  cannot,"—  is  Jield  not 
to  have  been  a  material  error,  where  it  is  evident  from  the  circum- 
stances and  the  remainder  of  the  charge  that  the  jury  could  not 
have  been  misled  thereby.  IbicL 

7.  An  instruction  that  if  there  is  one  single  material  fact  in  the  case 

proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury  by  a  preponderance  of  the 
evidence  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  guilt  of  the  defendant, 
this  is  sufficient  to  ra.ise  a  reasonable  doubt  and  justify  an  ac- 
quittal, is  not  erroneous  as  tending  to  imply  that  unless  some 
substantive  fact  is  proved  by  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  it 
will  not  raise  a  reasonable  doubt,  where  full  and  accurate  instruc- 
tions were  given  as  to  the  persistency  of  the  presumption  of  inno- 
cence, the  propriety  of  the  most  charitable  and  merciful  construction 
of  the  facts,  and  the  necessity  that  every  reasonable  doubt  should 
be  removed  before  conviction  would  be  justified.  IhidL 

6.  In  a  prosecution  of  a  father  for  an  assault  with  intent  to  commit  rape 
upon  his  daughter,  the  fact  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  m- 
iury  to  the  i)er8on  of  the  prosecutrix,  no  outcry  when  help  was  at 
hand,  and  no  complaint  until  long  afterwards,  taken  in  connection 
with  her  threats  against  her  father,  her  iU  feeling  against  him  aa 
manifested  on  the  trial,  and  the  evident  desire  of  the  whole  familv 
to  get  rid  of  him,  is  held  to  throw  such  doubt  upon  her  storv  that 
a  conviction  based  upon  her  uncorroborated  evidence  will  nnt  Vva 
sustained.     Wilcox  v.  State,  ^"^  ^^\^ 

Cross-examination.    See  Evidenoe,  1,  9. 

CusTOiL    See  Contracts,  6.    Loos  and  Timber,  a 

DAMAGES, 

Bee  Logs  and  Timber,  i.    Master  and  Servant,  8,  4     RAiLROAna 
2,  3, 12.    Register  op  Deeds.    Sale  op  Chaitels,  10,  ^^^^^^ 

1.  In  an  action  by  a  married  man  for  personal  injuries,  he  is  entitled  to 

recover  the  value  of  his  wife's  services  in  nursing  him,  renderpdl 
necessary  by  the  injuries.    Crouse  v,  C.  <&  N.  W,  R  Co.  ige 

2.  In  an  action  for  personal  injuries  producing  permanent  disabilitv 

the  annuity  tables  found  in  the  Revised  Statutes  are  admissible 
upon  the  question  of  danaages,  but  they  are  to  be  considered  in  con- 
nection with  all  other  evidence  on  that  issue,  and  not  to  be  treated 
as  the  mathematical  basis  for  determining  such  damagea       Ibid 

a  The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  married  man  cannot  be  considered  in 
determining  the  damages  for  a  personal  injury.  Ibid. 

4.  In  an  action  founded  on  false  and  fraudulent  representations  of  de- 
fendant whereby  plaintiff  was  induced  to  enter  into  a  contract  to 
cut  and  bank  the  timber  on  certain  lands  of  defendant,  the  tort 
being  waived  and  a  recovery  sought  on  implied  contract,  plaintiff 
cannot  recover  as  damages  the  profits  which  he  would  have  made  on 
the  performance  of  the  contract  had  the  facts  been  as  represented, 
but  can  recover  onlv  the  amount  which  the  defendant  has  been  en- 
riched or  benefited  by  his  false  representations.  Huganir  v.  Cotter^ 


[ic 


Dbatb  bj  wrongful  &ct,  etc.    See  Actios,  1-i    Rahaoads,  11-13. 
Dkbtob  AND  Creditor.  See  Action,  8, 10.  Agency.  Assionment.  Bnj 

AND  Notes,  10,  12.    Contracts,  8,  4    Corpooations,  4    Equit 
■    4  6,  7.     Estates  of  Decedents,  5.     ExEConoNa     Fraitiiulei 

CoNTETANCEa.    Qaknishmbnt.    iNsoLVENcy.    LmNa    Pahtne 

SKIP,  1,  3,  &-&    Pledges.    Receiyers.    Voluntabt  Assionme^ 
Dbobit.    See  Aonow,  ft  7,  ft    Damaoes,  4 
Dedication  of  Htreeta,  eto;    See  Flat  Oe  LAifca 
Deeds.    See  Equttt,  1,  3,  7,  8.    Estates  oe  Decedents,  S.    Findinc 

OP  Fact.    Fraddcuknt  Conveyasces,  1.    Inbdkance,  17.    Mob 

QAOEs,  3.    Reoistke  of  Deeds.    Trusts. 
DEFiNrnoNS.    Soe  Words  and  Phrases. 

Delay  iu  bringing  action.    See  Equity,  1, 81   Highways,  2;   Officers, 
Depositions.    See  Evidence,  3-5.    Voliintabt  Assionuxnt,  1. 
Dib&bility.    See  Insurance,  7,  8. 

DiscRsnoK.    See  Gost&    Garnishhent,  4    Pleasinq,  & 
DlssOLDTtOH  of  partnerahip.    See  Parthebship,  2, 

DIVORCK 
See  Conflict  of  Lawb, 


of  the  hiiaband,  for  her  support  and  maintenance,  as  it  ehall  dee 

i'uHt  and  reaaonable,  having  always  due  regard  to  the  situation 
he  parties  and  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case),  the  court  is  n 
limited  to  making  an  allowance  payable  at  stated  periods,  but  mi 
allow  a  sum  of  monej  payable  in  gross.  Hooper  v.  Hooper,  5 
2.  In  an  action  for  divorce  brought  bj  the  wife  it  appeared,  amoi 
other  things,  that  the  parties  were  about  sixty  years  of  age,  hi 
been  roamed  twenty  years,  and  occupied  a  high  social  positio 
that  defendant  had  property  worth  $80,000,  and  received  a  lar 
income  therefrom  as  well  as  from  his  professional  business;  ai 
that  the  plaintiff  was  without  fault  except  such  as  the  defec 
ant  was  io  duty  bound  to  condona  Held,  that  an  allowance  to  t 
plaintiff  of  (7,000  payable  in  gross,  together  witb  a  monthly  alio' 
ance  equal  to  about  one  seventh  of  the  defendant's  income,  w 
not  exceesive.  lir, 

DOMICILE. 

L  In  a  proceeding  to  probate  a  will  the  evidence  (stated  in  the  opinic 

is  neid  to  sustain  a  finding  that  the  taatator,  formerlj.a  resident 

Louisiana,  was  at  the  time  of  his  death  a  resident  of  and  donUcil 

in  this  state.     fVame  v.  Thormann,  ( 

SL  In  order  to  effect  a  change  of  domicile  from  one  state  to  another 

is  only  essential  that  tliere  should  be  a  removal  accompanied  by : 

intention  to  make  the  new  abode  a  permanent  residence  or  hon: 

and  the  fact  that  there  was  an  intention  to  return  to  tho  form 

domicile  at  some  future  indefinite  time  would  not  prevent  t 

change  from  taking  effect.  lb 

Dorxant  Partner.    See  Partnership,  Z, 

Ejection  of  passenger  from  train.    See  Railroads,  1-3, 
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EJECTMENT. 

See  Adverse  Possession,  1.    Estates  op  Decedents,  4- 

-A.  holding  under  an  invalid  certificate  of  homestead  entry  is  'xn.ot  a 
holding  "  by  color  of  title  "  such  as  will  support  a  recovery  f  <i>jr  im- 
provements under  sec.  3096,  R  S*  1878.     Wnttcomb  v.  Provost,         278 

Election  between  remedies.    See  Action,  10.    Contracts,  4. 
rations,  4.    Damages,  4.    Partnership,  5.    Pleading,  2, 

Entire  Contract.  See  Appeal^  2,  Insurance,  13, 14  Masiteiek.  Ain> 
Servant,  1-4 

EQUITY. 

See  Action,  a  Appeal.  1,  22.  Assignment,  1,  4  Costs.  r>xr^^ORCB. 
Estoppel.  Fraud.  Fraudulent  Conveyances.  Garni^:^k.:b«bnt, 
4.  Highways,  2-5.  Judgment,  2,  7,  8.  Mortgages.  Nurx^^AJWCKai 
Officers.    Receivers.    Suretyship.    Trusts  and  Trxtst: 

!•   Mere  delay,  short  of  the  statutory  period  of  limitation,  in 
an  action  to  reform  a  deed  does  not  preclude  the  grant  in; 
relief,  where  the  action  is  brought  soon  after  the  aiscove] 
mistake  on  which  it  is  based,  and  it  does  not  appear  tha^ 
party  has  been  prejudiced  by  the  delay.    Ellis  v.  S.  W,  H 

2L  Sjr  mistake  the  land  in  question,  the  title  to  which  was  held 
was  conveyed  by  the  trustee  with  other  lands  to  a  corpo: 
which  he  was  president  and  manager,  conducting  its  bus.! 
liis  oivn  as  if  tney  were  one.    When  he  afterwards  witlidx 
-the  corporation  ne  conveyed  to  it  all  his  property  of  evei"y^      Isilnd  in 
oon  sideration  of  its  assummg  cextain  indebtedness.    Their ^^^Tf-t^er  the 
corporation  delivered  to  him  a  lease  of  the  land  in  quesfcioian.    -which 
liacl  been  executed  by  it  as  lessor,  with  intent  to  relinc:^-ija.JL^li  any 
ola^iin  to  the  property.    The  mistake  had  not  then  been  cii^^zsovered, 
and  both  parties  supposed  the  legal  title  to  this  land  vsrct,^      ^tiU  i^* 
t^lie  trustee.    Held,  in  an  action  by  the  cestui  que  trust    "tx:^    csorreot 
tlie  mistake  by  reformation  of  the  original  deea  to  the  c<z>"KT^^>oTatiou, 
-that  the  latter  was  not  entitled,  as  a  condition  of  a   Tr^<:5<z>"veTy,  to 
liave  the  cestui  que  trust  pay  to  it  the  sum,  if  any,  whicln-       i^^  owed 
-the  trustee  on  account  of  the  land.  Ibid, 

8-    -A-  com  plaint  alleged  that  the  defendant  corporation,  in  co:ini.  ^S.  ol  ^ration 
of  plaintiff's  relinquishment  to  it  of  all  his  interest  as  a  ^-fxzxz^XihQld®^ 
£).na  the  conveyance  to  it  of  personal  property,  agreed  to  i^^^.^^   certain 
debts  owing  by  plaintiff,  and  that  it  had  failed  and  ref  ijm.^s.^E^cfL  to  pay 
a,   part  thereof.     It  did  not  allege  insolvency  of  the  cl^3:^^^:rxdant  or 
facts  entitling  plaintiff  to  a  rescission  of  the  contract.  IIl"t:i  prayed 

for  an  accounting  and  that  defendant  be  required  "tcz^  -mr ^convey. 
Held,  that  a  general  demurrer  was  properly  sustained  orL  'fc.'fca.^^  ground 
t>Hat  the  remedy  at  law  for  thfe  breach  of  the  contract  ^^?v^^3»»^3.  <z5oniplete 
and  adequate.    EUis  v.  Southwestern  Land  Co.  ^^ 

4,  ViT'liere,  in  consideration  of  the  transfer  of  property  to  lii  -w^t-^  ^  ^^  person 
lias  agreed  to  pay  certain  debts  of  the  vendor,  his  fsAV-^zm^zmcr^^^  ix)  pay  * 
part  of  them  does  not  entitle  the  vendor  to  a  rescissioKz^.  ^=^f  the  con* 
tract.     '  Ibid. 

5.   An  action  for  equitable  relief  cannot  be  sustained  on  th.«    M^^  m^  o-npd  that 

.    it  may  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  actions,  where  no  fact»s^     ^3fc.TC"^  allog®^ 

to  show  tliat  such  will  be  the  result  Jbid. 

6-  To  sustain  a  suit  in  equity  for  an  accounting,  some  ST>^<z^-m  :»=^,X  and  sub- 
stantial ground  of  equity  jurisdiction  must  be  allego<3L^  ^3fc-:»3L<3.  it  must 
appear  that  the  remedy  at  law  is  inadequate.  JbicL 
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which  it  had  assumed  in  consideration  of  the  transfer,  equitj 
not  take  juriBdiction  on  the  ground  that  plaintiA  lia«  a  vec 
lien  on  laud  sold,  mhere  it  appears  that  the  land  was  coDTeyed 
to  the  making  of  the  contract  in  question  and  was  not  a  [»rt ' 
consideration, 
a  An  aged  couple  conveyed  their  entire  property;,  a  homestead  o 
acres,  to  a  married  daughter,  E.,  in  consideration  of  an  Bgreei 
on  her  part  to  support  them  during  their  lives  and  to  suppo 
unmarried  daught-er  an  long  as  she  remained  single, —  all  to  r 
upon  the  premiseH.  The  grantee  resided  on  the  land  hut  a 
jnoulbs,  and  tlien  moved  away  and  ceased  to  support  her  pa 
andsister.whocontinued,  however,  to  reside  there  until  the  fat 
death  a  year  and  a  half  later,  no  stepa  being  taken  to  rescini 
conveyance.  Immediately  aft«r  the  father's  death  another  dau) 
and  her  husband,  J,,  moved  uix>n  the  premises,  and  within  e 
mouths  J.  obtained  a  deed  of  the  premises  from  E.,  express 
consideration  of  $50.  The  mother  and  the  unmarried  dauf 
Iiuhsequentlv  consented  in  writing  to  the  conveyance  to  J.  ai 
his  assumption  of  the  i^ontract  tor  support,  and  lie  continued  t 
after  to  perform  that  contract  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  bene 
ries.  No  objection  on  the  part  of  the  other  heii-s  was  made 
after  the  death  of  the  mother  about  two  years  later.  Held, 
said  heirs  were  guilty  of  such  laches  as  would  preclude  them 


9.  Before  a  court  of  equity  will  enforce  an  alleged  parol  agreeme 
convey  land  there  mi^  be  shown  a  speciQc  agreement  to  COi 
based  npon  a  good  consideration.  A  mere  intention,  even  th' 
repeatedly  asserted  and  partly  executed,  is  not  enough.  Si} 
Decker, 
10.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given  by  T.  on  lands  purcl: 
by  him  from  plaintiff's  husband,  since  deceased,  a  daught«r  o 
grantor  answered  by  way  of  counterclaim  that  while  residir 
Kansas  she  had  been  induced  by  her  father  to  move  to  Wisc< 
and  reside  with  him  by  promises  that  if  she  would  do  so  she  si: 
have  the  lands  in  question ;  that  her  fatlier  had  then  given  he 
lands  upon  the  condition  that  she  should  give  him  one  third  o 
crops  raised  thereon  during  his  lifetime:  that  she  had  acceptei 
gift  and  entered  into  possession  of  the  piremises,  to  the  knowl 
of  the  plaintiti,  and  was  stillin  pmseseion  thereof;  that  whi 
her  father  had  caused  a  deed  of  said  lands  to  her  to  be  prep 
but  was  induced  by  the  fraud  and  u  ndue  influence  of  the  plaintil 
to  execute  it:  and  that  while  feeble  in  mind  and  body  ne  had 
induced,  by  like  fraud  and  undue  influence,  to  convey  the  1 

'  to  T.  and  take  back  the  note  and  mortgage  in  plaintive  nam 
a  part  of  the  purchase  money.  Held,  that  no  legal  or  equil 
right  of  the  daughter  in  the  lands  was  shown  wbich  would 
rant  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity. 

ESTATES  or  DECEDENTa 
See  Action,  S,  7.  Domicile,  1.  JcDaMENT,  6.  Partnehship,  3,8.  W 

1  A  pledge  by  an  executor  of  the  assets  of  the  estate,  even  th< 
ma<le  to  secure  a  loan  for  his  own  personal  benefit,  is  valid  i 
pledgee  has  no  knowledge  or  notice  of  the  intended  perversii 
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the  proceeds,  but  takes  the  property  in  good  faith.    Hemmy  v. 
Hawkins,  66 

2.  An  executor  wrote  to  the  defendant,  from  whom  he  proposed  to  bor- 
row money,  that  the  county  judge  would  make  an  order  in  regard 
to  a  loan,  and  then  he  would  be  ready  to  take  it    After  -receiving 
a  favorable  reply,  he  sent  to  the  defendant  a  note  signed  by  him 
a^  executor,  also  a  note  and  mortgage  belonging  to  the  estate,  as- 
signed by  him  as  executor,  as  collateral.    In  a  letter  accompanying 
the  instruments  he  requested  the  defendant  to  place  the  larger 
part  of  the  money  in  the  bank  to  his  (the  executor's)  credit,  and 
retain  the  balance  for  awhile  "as  that  is  mainly  to  pay  expenses 
of  administration,  part  of  it  coming  to  me."    Held^  insuflicient  to 
charge  the  defendant  with  knowledge  that  the  loap  was  not  made 
for  the  benefit  of  the  estata  Ihid. 

S.  A  finding  of  the  trial  court  that  an  administrator  was  not  interested 
directly  or  indirectly  in  a  sale  of  the  land  of  his  intestate  is  held  to 
be  against  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  in  this  case,  from 
vrhich  it  appears,  amon^  other  things,  that  the  land  was  bid  in  at 
a  fair  price  oy  the  admmistrator's  son,  who  is  not  shown  to  have 
had  any  means  to  pay  for  it;  that  before  the  sale  was  completed,  in 
order  to  procure  the*  discharge  of  mortgages  then  existing  on  the 
land  to  an  amount  equaling  about  three  fourths  of  the  purchase 
price,  the  administrator  mortgaged  his  own  land  and  joined  with 
his  son  in  giving  notes  secured  by  mortgage  on  a  part  of  the  land 
in  question;  that  within  two  months  after  the  sale  was  completed 
the  son  deeded  to  his  father  most  of  the  unincumbered  part  of  the 
land;  and  that  the  explanation  of  these  transactions  and  the  testi- 
mony as  to  how  the  son  paid  for  the  property  are  vague  and  unsat- 
isfactory.    Qibaon  v,  Oibson,  501 

A.  Under  sec.  8914^  Stats.  1898,  providing  that  if  an  administrator  is  in- 
terested, directly  or  indirectly,  in  the  purchase  of  land  sold  by  him 
in  his  official  capacity  the  sale  shall  be  void,  such  a  sale  is  not  ab- 
solutely void,  but  voidable  only,  and  until  it  is  set  aside  in  a  proper 
action  the  purchaser  has  the  legal  title  to  the  land  and  the  x)erson 
entitled  to  Question  the  sale  cannot  maintain  ejectment  McCnibb 
V.  Bray,  86  Wis.  388,  distinguished.  Ibid. 

5.  An  administrator  cannot  maintain  an  action  under  sec.  8833,  Stats. 
1898,  to  set  aside  a  deed  of  his  decedent  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
made  with  intent  to  defraud  creditors,  except  for  intent  to  defraud 
the  existing  creditors,  who  alone  are  represented  by  him.  O" Mat- 
ley  V,  O'Malley,  639 

ESTOPPEL. 

See  Bills  and  Notes,  4.    Highways,  4    Pleadinq,  L 

1.  The  plaintiff  corporation,  being  the  owner  of  pine  lands,  was  applied 
to  by  defendants  to  fix  a  price  on  certain  tracts;  including  the 
tract  in  suit.    It  gave  a  price  on  the  other  lands,  but  stated  pos- 
itively to  defendants  that  it  did  not  own  the  tract  in  suit  It  knew, 
at  the  tinie,  that  defendants  were  logging  all  the  pine  lands  they 
could  profitably  purchase  in  that  vicinity  and  were  constantly  in 
the  market  to  buy  such  lands,  and  that  one  B.  claimed  to  own  the 
tract  in  question  under  a  tax  deed  and  had  offered  it  for  sale  to 
others.     Kelying  on  plaintiff's  disclaimer,  defendants  bought  the 
tract  from  EL    Heldy  that  plaintiff  was  estopped  from  asserting  its 
title  as  original  owner  of  the  tract,  even  though  it  believed,  when 
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her  release  from  guardianship,  is  not  "information  necessary  to 
enable  him  to  prescribe  for  sucli  patient  as  a  physician,"  within  tno 
meaning  of  sec.  4075,  R  S.  1878.  and  the  physician  may,  therefore, 
give  testimony  thereof.    In  re  WiU  of  BruendUy  ^ 

7.  An  officer  of  a  corporation  which  is  a  party  to  an  action  in  which 
the  opposite  party  claims  under  a  deceased  person  is  not  himself  a 
**  party  "  so  as  to  be  incompetent,  under  sec  4069,  R  S.  1878,  »'^*'®^ 
tify  in  respect  to  transactions  had  by  him  personally  with  suchde- 
ceased  person.  ItncL 

6.  The  opinion  of  a  nonexpert  witness  as  to  the  mental  condition  of  a 
person  cannot  properly  be  received  in  evidence  until  such  witness 
has  first  qualified  himself  by  stating  facts  within  his  personal 
knowledge  and  means  of  personal  observation,  such  as  to  satisfy 
the  court  of  his  ability  to  give  an  intelligent  opinion  liable  to  be 
of  some  assistance  to*^  the  jury  in  coming  to  a  correct  conclusion. 
Crawford  v.  Christian,  °1 

9.  A  witness  cannot  properly  be  cross-examined  as  to  a  mere  collateral 
matter,  not  affecting  his  credibility,  but  tending  to  disgrace  him. 

Ibid. 

10.  An  hypothetical  question  to  an  expert  witness,  which,  after  stating  in 

detail  the  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  injury,  his  symptoms,  treat- 
ment, and  subsequent  physical  condition,  asks  the  witness  what 
in  his  judgment  was  the  cause  of  the  plaintiff's  condition,  held 
propel'.   Crouse  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  196 

11.  Proof  of  the  mailing  of  a  written  notice  in  time  to  reach  the  person 

addressed  in  the  regular  course  of  the  mail,  prima  fade  establishes 
the  fact  that  it  was  so  received.    Small  v.  Prentice,  256 

ExAMiNATiOK  of  offenders.    See  CeiminaIj  Law,  1, 

Exceptions.    See  Appeal,  4:-6. 

Excessive  Damages.    See  Railroads,  2. 

EXECUTIONS. 
See  Insolvency,  4    Voluntary  Assignment,  8. 

1.  Mere  inadequacy  of  price  paid  at  an  execution  sale  of  land  will  not 

justify  the  setting  aside  of  the  sale,  especially  as  against  bona  fide 
purchasers  from  the  purchaser  at  such  sale.    Phillips  v.  Hyland,  253 

2.  Failure  of  the  register  of  deeds  to  index  a  certificate  of  the  sale  of 

land  on  execution,  as  required  by  sea  761,  R.  S.  1878,  does  not  in- 
Talidate  the  sale.  Ibid, 

Executors  and  Administrators.    See  Action,  1-5,  7.    Estates  of  De- 
cedents.   JxjDGMENT,  ft.    Partnership,  2>  a    WiLia 

Exemptions.    See  Insolvency,  4. 

Expert  Testimony.    See  Evidence,  6, 8, 10.    Railroads,  11. 

Extension  of  time  for  payment    See  BiLza  and  Notes,  8-& 

False  Representations.    See  AonoN,  6,  7, 9.    Damages^  4 

Fences.    See  Railroads,  22,  2a 

Filing.  «      t^  a 

Of  chattel  mortgagea    See  Partnership,  4 
Of  bond  of  assignee.    See  Voluntary  Assignment,  2. 
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was  paid  to  him  by  the  deceased  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt  contracted 
seventeen  vears  previously.  Held^  that  such  claim  might  be  met 
by  proof  of  the  fact  that  plaintiff  had  for  years  been  in  straitened 
circumstances  while  the  deceased  had  ample  means  and  property, 
such  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  claim  was  fraudulent. 
Williams  v.  Williams,  24ft 

F&AX7DS»  Statute  of.    See  Equttt,  9, 10.    Fraxtdulent  Ck)NVEYAKCES. 

FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCES. 
See  Estates  of  Decbdei^ts,  &    Gabnishment,  2l    Pabtnership,  1. 

1.  A  debtor  made  a  voluntary  transfer  of  all  his  personalty  to  his  wife, 

and  at  the  same  time  a  voluntary  conveyance  to  her,  through  a 
third  person,  of  all  his  realty,  by  a  deed  stating  that  the  conveyance 
was  made  subject  to  the  reiasonable  and  necessary  support  or  such 
debtor,  and  that  the  same  was  intended  to  be  and  remain  a  lien 
upon  said  premises  during  his  life.  Held^  that  the  two  conveyances 
must  be  construed  together  as  one  act,  and  were,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  sec  2306,  Stats.  1898,  gifts  in  trust  for  the  person  making  the 
same,  and  as  such  were  void  as  against  creditors.  Stapleton  v. 
Brannan,  26 

2.  The  principal  defendants  owed  their  father  about  $2,100,  and  others 

about  $6,000.  To  secure  the  debt  to  their  father  one  of  them  gave 
him  a  mortgage  on  a  stock  of  goods  worth  about  $1,500,  but  re- 
mained in  possession.  The  other  transferred,  by  absolute  bill  of 
sale,  and  delivered  to  the  father  a  stock  of  goods  for  an  expressed 
consideration  of  $1,552,  which  was  about  their  actual  value,  though 
their  inventory  price  was  about  $2,000.  This  transfer  was  claimed 
by  the  son  to  be  a  payment  pro  tantot  but  by  the  father  to  be  as  se- 
curity only.  Afterwards  plaintiff  obtained  a  judgment  against  the 
sons,  and  garnished  the  father.  Heldf  that  the  transaction  stated 
did  not  justify  an  inference  of  fraud  which  would  render  the  father 
liable  as  garnishee  in  respect  to  the  goods  delivered  to  him.  Cu7i- 
ningham  v.  Eagan,  272 

8.  Where  chattel  mortgagees  had  no  knowledge  that  the  mortgagor 
was  insolvent  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was  given,  and  parted  with 
their  money  relying  on  the  strength  of  the  security,  it  cannot  be 
8e%  aside  in  garnishment  proceedings  instituted  by  other  creditors, 
unless  it  is  shown  that  the  mortgagors  had  a  design  to  defraud 
their  creditors  and  that  the  mortgagees  participated  therein.  Oer- 
man  American  Bank  v.  Magill,  582 

GAHma  Contracts.    See  Gabnishhent,  !• 

GARNISHMENT. 

See  AanoN,  8.    Appeal^  6.    Fraudulent  Conveyances,  2,  8.    Pabt- 

nerbhip,  5. 

1.  In  garnishment  proceedings,  evidence  that  as  to  money  deposited  by 
the  defendant  with  the  garnishee  the  latter  was  stakeholder  on  a 
wager,  and  that  the  defendant  had  no  beneficial  interest  therein 
but  had  acted  as  agent  for  another  in  making  the  deposit,  was  ad- 
missible as  against  the  objection  that  the  garnishee  could  not  prove 
an  illegal  transaction  as  a  foundation  for  a  defense.  StacUer  v. 
Smit?iy  298 


8.  The  mortiragee  in  a  ch&ttel  mortgage  of  firm  property  given  t 
cure  a  bona  fide  debt  owing  to  him  bj  the  partners  individual! 
not  subject  to  garniahmeDt  by  the  finn  creditors  after  ho  has 
the  property  and  applied  the  proceeds  upon  the  debt  even  il 
mortgage  was  fraudulent  as  to  such  creditors.  Enxeisivr  Mm 
V.  Hanover, 
8.  A  garnishee  who  denies  liability  and,  upon  trial  of  the  issue,  is 
cessful.  is  entitled  to  recover  costa  of  the  plaintifl  under  sec.  i 
R.  S.  1878,  providing  that,  ia  case  of  a  trial  between  plaintiS 
garnishee,  it  tlie  pl^ntiS  do  not  recover  more  than  tae  gamii 
admitted  by  his  answer,  the  latter  sliall  recover  costs.  Dowlit 
FireAstO. 
4.  Where  in  such  a  case  the  garnishee  is  entitled  to  costs  the  court 
no  discretion  to  limit  the  amount  thereof  to  a  fixed  sum,  but  i 
should  be  taxed  and  allowed  as  prescribed  by  the  general  sta 
(eec.  2921,  B.  S.  1878).  J 

Gates  at  highway  crossing.    See  Bulboads,  10. 

Good  Faith.    See  Highways.  4 

Gross  Neouoencr    Bee  Railboads,  14 

Gdakdiak  and  Ward.    See  Partkership,  6. 

HIGHWAYa 


L  Under  sec  1308,  R.  S.  1878,  providing  that  any  county  board 
annually  levv  "  a  county  ri^  tax  not  exceeding  $8,000,  which  i 
be  expended  under  their  direction  in  making  culverts,  grac 
graveling,  ditching,  or  otherwise  improving  "  highways  which  I 
been  adopted  as  county  roads  or  designated  for  the  purpoa 
spending  money  in  their  repair,  the  amount  which  a  county 
spend  upon  highways  in  any  one  year  is  limited  to  the  ami 
previously  raised  by  tax.  Whatever  was  said  to  the  contrat 
Harrison  v.  MUtcaukee  Co.  51  Wis.  616,  is  overruled.  Webatt 
Douglas  Co. 

8.  Although  a  taxpayera'  suit  to  enjoin  an  illegal  e^wnditure  of  mi 
upon  highways  pursuant  to  an  unauthorizea'  resolution  of 
county  board  was  not  commenced  until  after  a  part  of  the  i 
had  been  done  and  some  payments  had  been  made  thereon, 
held  that  this  was  not  such  laches  as  would  bar  the  action  ii 
spect  to  future  work.  j 

8.  An  injunctienal  order  forbidding  county  officers  to  expend 
money  or  do  any  work  on  highways  pursuant  to  an  unauthoi 
resolution  of  the  county  board,  or  until  after  a  road  tax  sh 
thereafter  be  levied,  was  modified  so  as  to  allow  necessary  re| 
to  be  made  upon  county  roads  or  roads  which  had  been  design 
for  the  expenditure  of  county  money.  Held,  that  this  merely 
mitted  such  repairs  as  were  necessary  to  make  travel  safe,  anc 
not  allow  general  road  work,  as  contemplated  by  the  reaolutio 
be  carried  on.  J 

4  The  deliberate  disobedience  of  the  injunctional  order  by  the  ooi 
officers  in  proceeding  with  general  road  work  and  paying  for 
same  could  not  be  i  n  good  faith,  nor  could  there  be  any  ratifies 
of  their  act  by  the  county  board,  or  any  estoppel,  whidn  would 
lify  the  command  of  the  court.  J 
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-5.  The  county  oflScials  who  assisted  in  such  violation  of  the  in  jiiixcs-fcion, 
either  by  voting  the  issuance  of  orders  or  by  countersignixn.^^  "the 
same  or  by  paying  out  the  money  thereon,  as  well  as  the  i>^""^^<^^s 
who  received  the  money,  to  the  extent  of  the  amounts  resp^<5  ti^vely 
received  by  them,  should  be  required,  in  a  taxpayers'  action, 
to  the  couDty  treasury  the  sums  so  wrongfully  paid  out* 

X>edication  of  streets,  etc:  Acceptance,    See  Plat  of  Lands. 

Telephone  poles  in  hightoays:  Municipal  regulations^    See  Tex^i 
Companies. 

JOefects:  Injuries  to  travelers:  Notice,    See  Municipal  Corfo: 
4-9. 
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0.   In  an  action  against  a  town  for  personal  injuries  alleged  ^ 
been  caused  by  a  defective  highway,  it  was  error  to  pemn.i'fc 
ness,  who  stated  that  he  had  met  with  an  accident  at  t;h.^ 
place  some  little  time  before  plaintiff's  accident,  to  test 
ne  had  talked  about  it  in  the  town,  for  the  purpose  of  shoi^'^ 
the  town  board  was  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  (le^< 
"when  it  appeared  on  his  cross-examination  that  one  of  tlie 
'With  whom  he  had  talked  was  a  member  of  the  board 
became  ihimateriaL     Little  v.  Iron  River, 

7*  Xn  such  action  a  statement  in  the  charge  to  the  jury  that 

no  question,  under  the  evidence,  but  that  there  was  a  <5L4 
or  hole,  and  an  accumulation  of  bark  near  it,  in  the  higlx^ 
pTOX)er  where  the  only  testimony  on  the  subject  was  tti.: 
Tiritnesses  for  plaintiff  and  one  for  defendant  who  testifi.* 
jfact  as  stated,  and  that  of  two  witnesses  for  defendant 
fied  to  an  accumulation  of  bark  but  did  not  notice  a  hoi 

6L   Xlie  notice  of  injury  from  defects  in  a  highway,  required 
R.  Sw  1878,  need  not  be  personal  notice.    A  notice  mailed 
oeived  by  the  proper  officer  is  sufficient.    SmaU  v.  Prent 

XnJtJLiries  to  travelers  at  railivay  crossings.    See  Railroads,  lO 

JBCOJMIBSTBAD  ENTBIE&    See  Advebse  Possbssion,  L    EjBcrr 

lalO    IiAND& 

'ELxTSR.AjnTy  and  Wipe.    See  Conpuct  op  Laws,  Damages,  1. 
XBLypoxsjstigal  Qxtestions.    See  Evidence,  10.    RAiLBOADSy 
Tt  .t  .Tnm^TMAJTK  Children.    See  Wili^  5,  6. 
lMi»ito"VTEMENTs.   See  Adverse  Possession,  1.  Ejectment. 
Inconsistency  in  special  verdict    See  Verdict,  1. 
Tni>b::finitkness  in  notice.    See  Railroads,  22. 
INT'AJ^TS.     See  Limitation  op  Actions,  C    Master  and  Bejel 
In  a  UNCTION.    See  Appeal^  a  Highways,  2-5.  Nuisances. 
Ins-aj^ity.    See  Criminal  Law,  2,  8.    Evidence,  8,    JuDasf 
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INSOLVENCY. 

see   rratjdulent  conveyances,  8.    partnership,  1,  2. 

Sale  of  Chattels,  1.    Voluntary  Assignmen 

1.    Although  the  requirements  of  ch- 179,  R  S.  1878,  in ^, 

solvent  debtor  seeking  a  discharge  from  his  debts  Lit^-^ 
only  to  the  procedure,  namely  the  filing  of  the  nece^a, 
etc,  yet  under  the  provision  of  sec.  4296,  that  an  asr* 
be  directed  if  it  shall  appear  that  the  insolvent  **  has 
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coDformed  to  the  matters  required  of  him  in  this  chapter,"  not 
the  filing  of  the  papera  ehoiud  be  shown  but  also  the  existenc 

the  facts  required  to  be  stated  therein.     In  re  CaHahaTi, 
S.  The  burden  of  proof  is  at  all  times  upon  the  debtor  in  such  a  i 
and  the  court  is  entitled  to  the  utmost  frankness  and  the  fu 
explanation  before  it  can  be  satisfied  of  the  material  faots,  < 
ciall;  if  any  suspicious  circuraatances  appear.  J 

&  The  uncorroborated  testimony  of  the  debtor  in  such  a  case,  tha 
wasa  physician  and  commenced  practice  in  1891;  that  his  btisi 
had  been  prosperons,  so  that  up  to  18U6.  the  year  after  a  olain 
malpractice  was  made  against  him,  he  had  not  ouly  support«( 
family  and  accumulated  reasonable  library  and  apparatus,  but 
built  an  expensive  homestead  costing  some  $4,800,  and  had 
over  to  his  wife  some  t2,000  claimed  to  have  been  borrowed  of 
and  that  at  the  time  of  his  petition,  but  a  little  more  than  a  ; 
thereafter,  he  had  absolutely  nothing  except  a  list  of  accounts  wi 
bnt  |100  or  $300,  is  Jield  insufficient  to  warrant  his  discharge,  c 
oially  when  discredited  by  the  facts  that  he  ceased  to  keep  a  I: 
ftooount  almost  immediately  after  the  renditioB  of  a  large  vei 

Sainst  hint  on  the  claim  for  malpractice;  that  be  kept  none  t> 
ter,  although  one  was  kept  by  his  wife;  that  no  explana 
whatever  was  given  of  the  disposal  of  his  professional  income  s 
that  time;  that  he  aGcount«d  for  the  loes  of  his  case  book  in  nl 
charges  for  professional  services  were  made  by  the  improb 
story  that  it  liad  been  stolen,  and  testified  that  the  inventory  o( 
debtors  owing  for  professional  services  was  made  from  memory  a 
the  alleged  theft.  1 

4.  It  is  better  practice  under  ch.  170.  R.  S.  1878,  for  the  insolvent  de 
to  complv  with  the  letter  of  the  statute  and  schedule  "all  hi 
tate,"  including  exempt  property,  even  if  it  is  not  absolutely  m 
aary  to  include  the  exempt  property.  J 

INSTRUCTIONS  TO  JURY. 


1.  The  giving  of  an  instruction  on  a  material  point,  susceptible  of 
constructions,  one  that  condemns  it  and  one  that  does  not.  wl 
the  jury  may  have  adopted  either  construction,  is  reversible  ei 
Small  v.  Champeny, 

%.  An  instruction  which  states  to  the  jury  what  will  be  the  effec 
their  answer  to  a  question  submitted  for  special  -verdict  is  ot 
tionable.  [Whether  such  an  instruction  would  of  itself  work  i 
veraal  in  this  case,  not  determined.]  Woracftefc  v.  New  Denn 
M.  H.  F.  Ins.  Co. 

8.  If  a  special  verdict  is  to  be  rendered,  the  instructions  appropriat 
each  question,  whether  asked  by  the  parties  or  given  by  the  o 
of  its  own  motion;  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury  in  immed 
connection  with  the  questions  to  which  they  are  respectivelj 
pticable.    McDermott  v.  Jackson, 

4.  Same  point     Schaidler  v.  C.  it  N.  W.  B.  Co. 

0.  The  submisRion  of  a  general  verdict  in  oonnection  with  a  epe 
verdict,  and  the  giving  of  a  lengthy  charge  to  the  jury  ther 
some  portions  of  which  were  applicable  to  the  special  question 


&  Same  point     Ward  v.  C,  M.  &  St  P.  R.  Co. 
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INSURANCE. 

J^oxfsign  accident  companies:  License  fees. 

1.   The  annual  license  fee  of  $300,  required  by  sec.  1220,  R.  S.  ISTS 
paid  by  foreign  accident  insurance  comp«inies  desiring  to   '^ 
ness  in  this  state,  is  levied  upon  the  business  transacted, 
upon  the  companies  transacting  the  business.    Ch.  105, 
1880,  was  simply  an  amendment,  which  added  to  the  fee  p: 
required  a  payment  of  two  per  cent,  upon  the  gross  income 
upon  accident  insurance  business  during  the  preceding  ye£k 
eters'  Ins,  Co,  v,  Fricke,  94  Wis.  258,  and  l9  Wia  367,  f oflo 
ex  reL  Fidelity  A  Casualty  Co,  v,  FrickCj 

a.   From  1880  to  1897  a  foreign  accident  insurance  company  wa^  X 
to  transact  business  in  this  state  without  paying  the  $300 
fee  required  by  sec.  1220.  R  8.  1878.    As  a  condition  for  xr^ 
its  license  for  1898,  the  insurance  commissioner  reauired 
$300  for  each  year  it  had  so  transacted  business,  with  int^ 
the  time  it  became  due.    Heldj  that  since  the  company '« 
transact  business  in  this  state  is  a  matter  of  privilege,  ar^.* 
islature  has  authorized  the  commissioner  to  revoke  a  If 
past  violations,  or  withhold  a  license  until  the  companjr 
plied  with  all  legal  requirements,  a  writ  of  Ttiandximus 
tlie  issuance  of  the  license  without  the  payment  of  said 
•was  properly  refused. 

3.   The_  fact  that  the  statute  of  limitations  may  have  run  as 
said  arrearages  would  not  prevent  the  commissioner  fro 
in^  ]myment  of  that  part  as  a  condition  of  the  issuano^ 
license;  nor  would  the  fact  that  no  demand  for  arresi.! 
xoade  until  November,  1897,  render  the  claim  so  stale 
slioixld  not  be  allowed. 


f 4.     W  hether  a  foreign  corporation  doing  business  in  this 

legislative  authority  may,  in  a  proper  case,  take  advaix^- 
Btatute  of  limitations,  not  determined.] 

5.    Tlie  statute  not  being  doubtful  or  ambiguous,  the  mere  silc 
st^te  officials,  or  their  neglect  to  enforce  the  plain  requ^i.^ 
tilie  law,  is  not  sufficient  to  relieve  the  companies  fro 
Rations,  on  the  ground  of  practical  construction. 

6w    A.   company  transacting  only  the  business  of  insuring* 
Cbi^ainst  injury  from  causes  other  than  fire  or  lightning 
dent  insurance  company,  within  the  meaning  of  our 
l&ting  the  business  of  insurance,  and  as  such  was  req^\x 
for  the  privilege  of  doing  business  in  this  state,  an  ai:i 
fee  of  ^00  under  sea  1220,  R.  S.  1878,  as  well  as  two 
its  gross  premiums  received  in  this  state,  under  ch.  1_  O 
1880.     State  ex  reL  Metropolitan  P,  O.  Ins.  Co.  v.  FricJc 

lAfe  insurance:  Permanent  disability:  "  Due  proof  .^* 

7.   In  an  action  on  an  insurance  contract  to  recover  for  ck 
d.isability  permanently  incapacitating  the  assured  to 
"ual  labor,  where  the  complaint  alleged  paralysis  as 
snch.  disability,  it  was  proper  to  permit  an  amendncL* 
disease  of  the  heart  and  nervous  system  as  addition.; 
tbou^h  the  claim  filed  with  the  insurer  had  stated  the 
disability  as  paralysis  only,  and  the  contract  barred  a 
filed  within  six  months  of  the  maturity  of  the  contract 
N.  W,  Mut  Belief  Asso, 
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8L  ''Due  proof"  of  a  olaim,  required  by  an  insurance  contract,  means 
such  a  statement  of  i^ts^  reasonably  verified,  as,  if  established  in 
court*  would  prima  fade  require  payment  of  the  claim ;  and  the 
statement  of  one  adequate  fact  in  the  proofs  will  not  exclude  others 
omitted  through  mistake  or  ignorance.  IbicL 

Fire  insurance, 

9.  Prior  to  the  enactment  of  oh.  887,  Laws  of  1895,  the  issuance  of  an 
insurance  policy  by  an  agent  with  full  knowledge  of  the  existence 
of  an  incumbrance  on  the  property  was  a  waiver  of  a  condition  in 
the  policy  against  incumbrances,  even  though  the  policy  provided 
that  such  waivers  must  be  in  writing.  Hoolnrk  v.  Pnomix  Ins. 
Co,  13 

10.  Where  such  a  condition  has  been  so  waived  a  recovery  may  be  had 
on  the  policy  without  its  being  reformed  to  express  the  consent  of 
the  company  to  the  incumbranc&  IbiA, 

VL  Under  ch.  195,  Laws  of  1891,  the  insurance  commissioner  prescribed  a 
form  for  fire  insurance  policies,  to  be  known  as  the  Wisconsin 
standard  policy,  in  which  was  a  clause  requiring  the  insured,  in  case 
of  loss,  to  furnish  a  certificate  of  the  magistrate  or  notary  public 
(not  interested  in  the  claim,  eta)  living  nearest  the  place  of  the 
fire.  Ch.  124,  Laws  of  1893,  provided  that  whenever  a  certificate 
of  a  magistrate  or  notary  should  be  required  under  a  policy  it 
should  be  a  sufficient  compliance  on  the  part  of  the  assured  to  fur- 
nish a  certificate  of  any  magistrate  or  notary  residing  in  the  countv, 
not  interested,  etc.  Afterwards,  the  act  of  1891  having  been  held 
invalid,  the  legislature  by  ch.  387,  Laws  of  1895,  prescribed  as  the 
Wisconsin  standard  policy  the  form  previously  prescribed  by  the 
insurance  commissioner.  The  act  of  1895  repealed  all  acts  conflictr 
ing  therewith,  but  did  not  undertake  to  revise  the  law  on  the  sub- 
ject of  insurance.  Held,  that  the  act  of  1893  was  not  repealed  or 
modified,  and  that,  notwithstanding  the  standard  policy  required 
a  certificate  from  the  nearest  magistrate  or  notary,  a  certificate 
from  anv  magistrate  or  notary  in  the  county  was  sufficient.  Vor- 
0U8  V.  Phenix  Ins,  Co.  76 

12.  The  knowledge  or  information  on  the  part  of  the  insurer,  at  the 
time  of  issuing  a  policy,  which  will  operate  as  a  waiver  of  a  con- 
dition therein  must  be  knowledge  of  an  existing  fact  or  condition 
of  things,  and  not  a  mere  statement  by  the  insured  of  an  intention 
to  do  some  act  in  the  future  contrary  to  such  condition  of  the  pol- 
icy. Thus,  the  fact  that  the  agent  of  a  township  mutual  fire  in- 
surance company,  at  the  time  he  wrote  a  policy  covering  household 
goods,  saw  a  portable  engine  near  the  house,  and  was  informed  bv 
the  insured  that  it  was  mtended  for  use  in  the  future  where  ft 
stood,  did  not  constitute  a  waiver  of  a  provision  in  the  policy 
against  the  insurance  of  property  located  within  SOO  feet  of  any 
steam  power,  at  least  unless  the  engine  was  apparently  permanently 
locatea  in  its  position  and  so  attached  or  capable  of  attachment 
to  machinery  that  it  would  be  apparent  to  the  agent  that  it  was 
customarily  used  in  that  place.  vVorachek  v.  New  Denmark  M,  H, 
F.  Ins.  Co,  81 

13i  A  policy  of  insurance  on  a  building  and  contents,  the  premium  being 
oistributed  part  to  each  species  of  property,  is  a  single,  indivisible 
contract,  and  under  a  general  forfeiture  clause  in  the  policv,  if  one 
part  of  the  risk  be  affected,  the  entire  risk  is  affected.  Wnat  bars 
a  remedy  on  the  policy  as  to  one  part  of  the  property,  bars  the  rem- 
edy as  to  all     Worachek  v.  New  Venmark  M,  H,  F.  Ins,  Co,         88 
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14  If  a  policy  of  insurance  cover  a  building  and  contents,  and  the  en- 
tire property  be  destroyed  by  fire,  and  tlie  policy  contain  a  clause 
forfeiting  all  claims  thereunder  and  barring  all  remedies  thereon 
in  case  of  any  false  swearing  in  re^rd  to  the  loss,  and  there  be 
such  false  swearing,  which  does,  or  is  liable  to,  prejudice  the  in- 
surance company  as  to  any  part  of  the  property  destroyed,  the 
effect  is  to  forfeit  the  entire  loss.  1  bid, 

ICl  In  an  action  upon  a  premium  note  given  in  consideration  of  a  policy 
of  insurance,  the  insured  cannot  defeat  a  recovery  on  the  ground 
that  conditions  in  the  policy  respecting  the  ownership  of  the  prem- 
ises and  the  use  of  benzine  thereon  had  been  broken,  unless  the 
breaches  would  have  defeated  a  recovery  on  the  policy  in  case  of 
loss.     Darns  v.  Pioneer  Furniture  Co,  894 

Id.  A  policy  insuring  buildings  as  a  furniture  factory,  though  contain- 
ing a  condition  avoiding  it  in  case  benzine  be  kept,  used,  or  allowed 
on  the  premises,  is  not  vitiated  by  such  keeping  and  use  of  benzine 
on  the  premises  as  is  customary  and  necessary  in  manufacturing 
furnitura  1  bid, 

17.  The  owner  of  an  estate  in  fee  upon  condition  subsequent  was  in  pos- 

session with  no  condition  broken,  and  there  had  also  been  deposited 
in  escrow  an  absolute  deed  in  fee  simple  to  be  delivered  upon  per- 
formance of  the  condition.  Held,  that  he  was  the  sole  and  uncon- 
ditional owner  of  the  property  within  the  meaning  of  a  condition. 
in  a  policy  of  insurance  avoiaing  it  in  case  the  insured  was  not  the 
sole  and  unconditional  owner.  Ibid^ 

18.  In  an  action  on  an  insurance  policy  which  the  insurer  claimed  had. 

been  rendered  void  by  the  giving  of  a  chattel  mortgage  on  th^ 
property  insured,  the  mortgagee's  attorney  testified  that  he  askecl 
the  insured  for  a  mortgage  until  he  received  notice  of  the  entry  of 
a  judgment  against  her;  and  the  insured  testified  that  the  attorneys 
"asked  if  I  was  willing  to  have  this  mortgage  executed  for  a  few- 
da^s,  until  the  judgment  was  entered,  when  it  should  be  null  and 
void,  and  I  told  him  I  was."    The  mortgage  was  at  once  filed,  but^ 
the  note  which  it  secured  was  never  returned,  although  it  was  as- 
certained after  a  day  or  two  tliat  the  judgment  had  been  entered 
before  the  mortgage  was  given.  Held,  that  the  evidence  would  not; 
sustain  a  finding  that  the  mortgage  was  not  to  go  into  effect  if  the 
judgment  had  already  been  entered.     Thorne  v,  ^tna  Ins,  Co,  593 

Interest.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  7.    Insurance,  2,  a    Officers,  4 

Intkruneation  in  note.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  1,  2. 

Joinder. 
Of  claims.    See  Tax  Titles,  S, 
Of  parties.    See  Mortoages,  L 

Joint  Debtor&    See  BnJA  and  Notes,  6b 

JUDGMENT. 

Without  verdict  or  findings.    See  Appeal,  8. 

1.  Where  one  party  to  an  action  is,  on  the  evidence,  entitled  to  ]ud^* 
ment  as  a  matter  of  law,  the  taking  of  a  verdict  in  his  favor  is 
an  immaterial  formality;  hence  if,  in  suoh  circumstances,  the  case 
be  submitted  to  a  jury  who  fail  to  agree,  the  court  may  then  dis- 
charge them  and  order  judgment  in  accordance  with  the  ^*^^ 
Calteaux  v,  Mueller,  fi*^ 
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When  entered:  Proceedings  after  filing  of  deeieion, 

2.  Upon  the  filing  of  a  decision  and  order  for  judgment  in  an  equity 
case,  in  or  out  of  term,  iudgment  may  be  entered  accordingly  with- 
out any  further  proceedings  in  the  cause.    Adams  v,  Bodmanf  456 

Miffect  as  evidence:  Mental  condition, 

8.  An  adjudication  of  mental  unsoundness  per  se  is  evidence  only  of 
the  mental  condition  of  the  subject  at  the  time  of  such  adjudica- 
tion, and  thereafter  upon  the  theory  that  a  condition  of  mind  once 
shown  to  exist  is  presumed  to  continua    Small  v.  Champeny^      61 

4  An  instruction  that  an  adjudication  of  mental  unsoundness  may  re- 
late back  presumptively  to  a  prior  date,  as  evidence  of  the  mental 
condition  at  such  date,  lield  error.  Ibid. 

6.  When  the  condition  of  mind  of  a  person  is  shown  to  have  been  the 

same  for  a  considerable  period  of  time,  an  adjudication  as  to  such 
condition  at  one  date  during  the  period  is  competent  evidence 
when  the  act  claimed  to  have  been  affected  by  such  condition  oc^ 
curred  at  a  prior  date,  upon  the  theory  that  it  is  reasonable  to  say 
that  appearances  determined  at  one  time  during  the  period  to  indi- 
cate insanity  or  incompetency,  indicate  the  same  at  other  times  dur- 
ing such  period,  whether  before  or  after  the  adjudication.        i&td 

For  deficiency:  Parties.    See  MoRTGAaES,  1. 

Validity:  Jurisdiction:  Status  of  nonresidents.    See  Wills,  6. 

Foreign  judgment:  Credit  and  effect  to  he  given  it 

d  An  orde^  or  judgment  of  a  Louisiana  court  appointing  an  adminis- 
trator of  the  estate  or  succession  of  a  deceased  p^erson,  though  based 
on  a  petition  alleging  that  the  deceased. died  while  a  resident  of  that 
state  and  that  he  left  property  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
is  not  conclusive  as  to  the  domicile  of  the  deceased  and  does  not. 
under  sec.  1,  art.  IV,  Const  of  U.  S.  (requiring  full  faith  and  credit 
to  be  given  in  each  state  to  the  judicial  proceedings  of  every  other 
state),  preclude  a  Wisconsin  court  from  taking  jurisdiction  of  a  pro- 
ceeding to  probate  a  will  of  the  deceased  and  administering  so  much 
of  his  estate  as  was  actually  located  in  Wisconsin.  Frame  v.  Thor- 
fnann,  653 

Belief  against  judgment:  BiU  of  review,  etc 

7.  The  Code  was  intended  to  be  a  complete  system  in  itself,  and  a  com- 

plete substitute  for  the  old  forms  of  action  and  methods  of  prac- 
tice. Under  it  the  old  bill  of  review  does  not  exist,  but  relief 
against  a  judgment  ootained  against  a  party  through  his  mistake, 
inadvertence,  surprise,  or  excusable  neglect  may  oe  granted  on 
motion  within  one  year  after  notice,  or  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
may  be  made  on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence  at  any 
time  within  one  year  after  verdict  or  finding;  but  if  the  discovery 
is  not  made  within  the  year,  there  is  no  remedy  unless  the  facte 
discovered  show  fraud  or  collusion,  in  which  case  relief  may  be  ob- 
tained in  a  direct  action.    Crowns  v.  Forest  Land  Co,  97 

8.  No  leave  of  court  is  necessary  before  commencing  such  an  action. 

Ibid, 
Setting  aside  and  vacating.    See  Subbtyship. 

Effect  of  writ  of  certiorari.    See  Cebtiobabl 

What  judgments  reviewable  on  writ  of  error.    See  Appf.at»  !• 

From  what  appeal  may  be  taken:  *^ Amount  involved,"    See  APFSil^  2. 

Reversal  on  appeal.    See  Appeal,  Affirmance  and  reversal 

Modification  and  affirmance  on  appeal    See  Appear  22, 
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-Judicial  Sales.    See  Executions. 

-JumsDicnoN.    See  Appeal,  1-S*     CRDfiNAL  Law,  t    JuDGt 
Nuisances.    Beceivebs,  2l    Telephone  Companies,  4. 

jxmoRa 

The  statute  providing  for  the  selection  of  names  of  juro 
commissioners  is  not  invalid  because  it  curtails  the  ri[ 
supervisors  formerly  had  to  famish  a  jury  list    Butler  v, 

-Justices*  Coubts.    See  Criminal  Law,  1. 

LACHES.    See  Equity,  1,  a    Highways,  2,    Oppicebs,  8. 

Land  Contbact.    See  Equity,  9, 10. 

tiEGiTiMACY  of  children.    See  WiLM,  5,  C 

XjICENSe:  Foreign  insurance  companie&    See  InsurancB^  1— 6w 

X^c&NSE  to  use  track  as  footway.    See  Railroads,  15. . 

LIENa 


,  «. 
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<y  mechanics,  efc,  for  labor  and  materials.    See  PARTNERSHn: 

1.  A  right  to  a  mechanic's  lien  can  be  assip^ed  only  under 
tions  and  conditions  prescribed  in  sec.  3316,  Stats.  1898, 
by  an  assignment  not  complying  with  that  section. 

On  logs  and  timber. 

2,  JL  claim  for  damages  for  breach  of  a  contract  of  employ 
£i  lienable  claim  under  sec.  3329,  R.  S.  1878.  Kennedy  v.  ' 
L.  Co. 

<y  veticU>r  of  land.    See  Equity,  7. 

LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONa 
See  Constitutional  Law,  2.    Insurance,  8-^.    Tax 


limita- 
-^Bvaived 
u 
585 


t  is  not 
Shore 
284 


1.    A.  statutory  condition  in  the  nature  of  a  limitation 

f  orcement  of  a  common-law  right,  such  as  the  riglut^ 
for  injuries  to  an  employee  attributable  to  actionable 
of  the  master,  is  a  statute  of  limitations  and  does    x: 
rights  existing  at  the  time  of  its  passage,  as  to  whicli 
time  is  not  left  after  such  passage  to  comply  with  snx 
Relyea  v.  Tomahawk  P.  cfc  P.  Co. 

'S.    Jl  statute  of  limitations  in  existence  at  the  time  of  tLi. 
ment  of  an  action  applies  to  it  in  the  absence  of  a 
act,  or  any  other  law,  to  the  contrary. 

3.    If  a  statute  of  limitations  does  not  recognize  existin. 
provide  a  reasonable  time  for  their  enrorcement,  it 
tbem  under  the  inhibition  of  the  national  oonstituM 
impairing  the  obligations  of  contracts  or  taking 
due  process  of  law. 

4.   If,  in  a  statute  of  limitations,  a  time  be  allowed  foir 
ment  of  existing  rights  regardless  of  it,  that  time  ^vsr 
conclusively  reasonable  umess  the  contrary  appears  ~ 
sonable  doubt. 

S-   If,  in  a  new  statute  of  limitations,  a  time  be  not  allo^v^- 
f  orcement  of  existing  rights  regardless  of  such  sta.t; 


the  en- 
:  xecovery 
^.^gUgence 
»ppiy  to 
^^^si3onaDLe 
c^ondition. 
801 

nnmence- 

crhts  and 

Sid  as  to 

^8  to  laws 

.^  without 

^       Ibid. 

enforc^ 
deemed 

±oT  the  en- 
it  will  not 
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apply  to  such  rights,  unless  the  time  left  for  the  enforoement 
thereof,  by  the  situation  of  the  parties,  judicially  appears  reason- 
able, whicn  determination  must  be  made  having  regard  to  the  facts 
of  each  case.  Ibid. 

d  A  statute  creating  a  condition  precedent  to  the  enforcement  of  the 
common-law  ri^ht  to  damages  for  bodily  injuries  attributable  to 
actionable  negligence,  containing  no  saving  clause  as  to  existing 
claims  of  that  character,  in  effect  extinguishing  a  claim  as  to 
which  the  new  conditions  shall  not  have  been  complied  with  be- 
fore the  expiration  of  a  year  after  the  injury,  does  not  apply  to 
the  claim  of  a  minor  existing  at  the  time  the  new  statute  went 
into  effect,  who  had  but  sixty-one  days  thereafter  within  which  to 
comply  with  it  Ibid, 

LiQX7n>ATBD  Damages.    See  Master  and  Servant,  4. 

LOGS  AND  TIMBER. 
See  Contracts,  6.    Liens,  2.    Sale  of  Chattei^  10,  IL 

1.  A  contract  for  the  sale  of  logs  provided  that  they  should  be  scaled 

by  a  scaler  mutuallv  agreed  upon  or,  in  default  of  such  agreement, 
a  scaler  appointed  by  a  certain  third  person,  and  that  if  the  scale 
of  any  person  selected  under  the  contract  to  make  such  scale  should 
prove  unsatisfactory  to  either  party,  then  such  party  should  have 
the  right  to  insist  upon  a  change  of  scalers,  and  a  new  scaler  should 
be  appointed.  Pursuant  to  the  contract  plaintiff  was  appointed  as 
scaler  by  such  third  person  and  acted  as  such  until  the  vendee, 
being  dissatisfied,  notified  him  to  discontinue  work.  The  vendors, 
however,  declined  to  consent  to  a  change,  and  under  their  direction 
plaintiff  held  himself  in  readiness  for  several  months  to  scale  the 
logs,  but  the  vendee  did  not  permit  any  logs  to  be  scaled  during 
that  time.  Held^  that  plaintiff's  right  of  action,  if  any,  was  not 
for  wages  earned,  but  for  damages  for  breach  of  the  contract  of 
employment,  and  that  the  damages  should  be  limited  to  the  value 
of  the  time  it  would  ordinarily  have  taken  to  scale  the  logs  in  the 
general  course  of  business.    Kennedy  v.  South  Shore  L,  Co,         284 

2,  Under  such  contract  of  sale  the  vendee  had  the  right  to  discharge 

plaintiff  without  the  vendors'  consent,  either  party  naving  the  right 
to  insist  upon  a  change  of  scalers  when  dissatisfied  with  one  pre 
viously  appointed,  whether  he  was  appointed  by  mutual  agreement 
or  by  the  third  person  mentioned.  Ibid, 

8.  A  written  contract  for  the  cutting  of  pine  timber,  requiring  that  it 
be  cut  "  in  a  workmanlike  manner,"  refers  to  the  customary  man- 
ner of  cutting  such  timber  at  the  place  of  the  contract,  and  prior 
conversations  as  to  the  method  of  doing  such  work  elsewhere  can- 
not be  considered  as  forming  any  part  of  the  agreement  evidenced 
by  the  writing.     Shores  Lumber  Co,  v,  Stitt,  450 

Mandamus.    See  Insurance,  2.    Telephone  Companies,  4. 

Marriage  and  Divorce.    See  Conflict  of  Law&    Divorce. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

Contract  of  employment:  Breach:  Remedies,    See  Liens,  2.    Logs  and 
Timber,  1,  2. 

1.  No  recovery  can  be  had  for  services  under  an  entire  contract  where 
the  employee  voluntarily  abandons  the  work,  without  valid  excuse^ 
before  the  end  of  the  stipulated  tima    Walsh  v.  Fiiher^  172 
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2l  In  an  action  to  recover  for  the  services  of  an  employee  who  had  quit 
work  in  breach  of  his  contract,  the  evidence  would  have  justified 
a  finding  either  that  he  quit  pursuant  to  an  agreement  with  others 
to  strike  or  that  he  quit  oecause  of  a  justifiable  fear  of  bodily  vio- 
lence from  the  strikera  The  court  was  asked  to  instruct  that  if  h& 
left  for  the  former  reason  there  could  be  no  recovery.  Held,  that 
it  was  error  to  modify  such  instruction  bv  adding  the  words :  "  That 
is,  if  that  was  the  reason  he  quit,  and  the  danger  or  apparent  dan- 
ger was  not  such  that  a  man  of  ordinary  nerve  would  have  refused 
to  go  on  with  the  work,  your  verdict  wUl  be  for  defendants."  Ibid, 

8b  One  emploved  for  a  stipulated  time,  if  excused  in  leaving  sooner  by 
reason  of  threats  of  strikers  to  do  him  bodily  harm,  can  recover 
only  the  value  of  his  services  after  deducting  the  damages,  if  any, 
suflfered  by  the  employer  by  reason  of  the  breach  of  the  entire  con- 
tract Ilnd, 

4  Contractors  for  the  loading  and  tmloading  of  vessels  and  cars  upon 
docks,  who  had  given  bond  for  prompt  performance,  stipulated  in 
a  written  agreement  with  their  employees  that  for  a  breach  of  such 
agreement  By  the  latter  in  quitting  the  service  the  employer  might 
retain,  as  liquidated  damages,  any  wages  then  earned  by  the  em- 
ployee  quittmg,  not  exceeding  fifteen  days'  wages  in  alL  Held, 
that  such  stipulation  was  justified,  and  that  the  amount  so  to  be 
retained  should  be  regarded  as  liquidated  damages  and  not  a  penalty. 

Ibid, 

Injuries  to  servants:  Negligence,  etc  See  Limitation  of  Actions,  1,  6. 
Railroads,  16-21.     verdict,  6. 

5.  While  attempting  to  remove,  with  the  aid  of  an  iron  hook,  a  block* 
ade  of  timbers  and  slabs  up6n  a  roller  bench  in  a  sawmill,  a  slab 
sawyer  was  injured  through  the  slipping  of  his  hook  from  a  tim- 
ber, causing  him  to  step  back  so  tis  to  come  in  contact  with  the 
slab  saw.  The  blockade  was  caused  by  a  short  slab  —  too  short  to 
be  carried  over  the  rollers  —  upon  which  other  timbers  lodged. 
The  employer  had  promised  to  put  two  additional  live  rollers  in 
the  bench,  which  would  have  moved  the  timbers  further  along  the 
bench,  but  would  not  have  prevented  a  blockade  such  as  tliat  in 
question.  Held,  that  the  failure  to  furnish  such  additional  rollers, 
not  being  the  producing  cause  of  the  blockade,  did  not  render  the 
employer  liable  for  the  injuriea    Olson  v,  Doherty  L,  Co,  264 

6b  The  hook  with  which  the  plaintiff  was  attempting  to  remove  the 
timbers  being  a  simple  contrivance,  easily  comprehended,  as  to  all 
the  dangers  of  its  use,  by  any  person  of -ordinary  intelligence,  and 
being  entirely  in  plaintiff's  care,  he  assumed  the  risk,  if  any,  aris- 
ing from  the  fact  that  its  end  was  straight  instead  of  curved  and 
was  not  sharp.  Ibid, 

7.  In  an  action  for  personal  injuries,  plaintiffs  testimony  tended  to 
prove  that  he  was  employed  by  defendant  to  haul  tan  bark  with  a 
Dob-sled  over  a  private '  way  of  defendant,  in  which  was  a  hole 
about  eighteen  inches  deep,  one  and  one-half  feet  wide,  and  three 
feet  long,  situated  at  the  foot  of  a  hill  rising  about  eleven  feet  in  a 
distance  of  105  feet;  that  while  plaintiff,  sitting  on  a  load  of  bark 
not  confined  on  the  rack  nor  bound  on  in  any  way,  with  the  soles 
of  his  boots  even  with  the  front  end  of  the  load,  and  nothing  for 
his  feet  to  brace  against,  was  descending  such  hill,  the  front  bob 
was  precipitated  into  the  hole,  and  plaintiff  thrown  off  the  load 
and  injured;  that  plaintiff  knew  of  the  defect  in  the  road,  had 
passed  over  it  on  preceding  days  from  eleven  to  thirteen  times. 
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and,  on  the  evening  before  the  accident,  had  notified  defendant's 
foreman  of  the  defect  and  of  his  purpose  to  quit  unless  the  defect 
was  repaired;  that  thereupon  the  foreman  had  promised  him.  that 
the  defect  should  be  repaired  before  he  came  out  over  the  road  the 
next  morning;  that  plaintiff  passed  the  place  the  next  morning  at 
7  o'clock  and  noticed  that  the  defect  had  not  been  repaired,  but 
on  his  return  with  a  load  did  not  ascertain  whether  the  defendant 
had  redeemed  his  promise,  but  drove  over  the  defective  way  and 
was  injured.  Defendant's  witnesses  denied  the  existence  of  the 
defect  Held,  that  it  was  error  to  direct  a  verdict  for  defendant 
Nelson  v,  Shaw,  274 

8.  If  defendant  expressly  promised  to  repair  the  defect  before  plaintiff 
returned  with  his  load,  the  plaintiff  under  the  circumstances  was 
not  precluded  by  any  rule  of  law  from  relying  on  such  promise. 

Ibid. 

9L  The  testimony  did  not  show  that  the  defect  was  so  imminently  dan- 
gerous as  to  make  it  contributorv  negligence  as  a  matter  of  law 
for  the  plaintiff  to  drive  down  tde  hill  without  first  asoertaining' 
whether  the  defendant  had  redeemed  his  promise  to  repair.    IbiaL 

lOl  Whether  plaintiff,  in  driving  down  the  hill  while  sitting  on  the  load 
as  above  stated,  was  guilty  of  such  contributory  negligonoe  as 
would  defeat  his  claim,  was  a  question  for  the  jury.  Ibid, 

IL  In  an  action  for  injuries  sustained  by  an  employee  in  a  sawmill  while 
attempting  to  clear  away  accumulated  sawdust  by  punching  it 
through  a  nole  left  for  that  purpose  in  the  floor  beneath  an  edger, 
it  appeared  that  he  was  twenty-nine  years  of  age,  and  had  worked 
in  the  mill  two  years  as  a  common  laborer,  and  thereafter  for  some 
months  had  been  running  a  '*  little  trimmer  "  and  had  occasionally 
taken  the  place  of  an  edgerman  for  a  few  minutes;  that  at  the  time 
of  the  injury  he  was  at  work  on  the  edger,  but  had  never  seen  the 
accumulated  sawdust  cleared  awa^;  that  the  saws  were  uncovered 
and  making  2,500  revolutions  a  minute;  and  that,  while  standing 
above  them  and  trying  to  remove  the  dust  with  a  stick  four  to  six 
feet  long,  it  was  caught  and  thrown  violently  upward,  breaking 
his  jaw.  Held,  that  the  danger  was  obvious  and  he  was  guilty  of 
contributory  negligenca    Foss  v.  Bigelow,  418 

12.  An  intelligent  boy,  fifteen  years  old,  familiar  with  thei  operation  of 

a  machine  of  which  he  had  charge  in  a  pulp  mill,  with  nothiujB^  to 
distract  his  attention,  in  attempting  to  straighten  a  wrinkle  in  a 
strip  of  felt  running  betwe^  rollers  grasped  tne  felt  so  near  to  the 
rollers  that  they  caught  and  crushed  his  fingers.  Held,  that  the 
danger  was  obvious  and  the  boy  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 
Bigelow  v.  Danidson,  470 

13.  A  question  in  the  special  verdict,  "  Was  the  want  of  ordinary  care 

and  prudence  on  tne  part  of  the  plaintiff  the  proximate  cause  of 
his  injury  ?  "  was  objectionable,  tne  real  inquiry  being.  Did  such 
want  of  ordinary  care  and  prudence  contribute  to  produce  the  in- 
jury ?  Ibid. 

14.  An  instruction  to  the  jury  that "  proximate  cause  means  the  near- 

est cause;  direct  or  immediate  cause,  in  contradistinction  to  the 
indirect  or  remote  cause,"  held  erroneous.  Ibid, 

MAxms. 
Electio  semel  facta  non  patitur  regressum,  646L 
Noscitur  a  sociis,  155, 156,  171. 
Stare  decisis,  382. 
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Measixre  of  Damages.    See  Damages.    Logs  and  Timber,  1.    Mi^^r^s- 
AWD  Servant,  3,  4.  Railroads,  2, 3, 12.  Register  of  Deeds.  »  ^  "^ - 
OP  Chattels,  10, 11. 
Mechanics'  Lien&    See  Liens,  1.    Partnership,  7,  8. 
M1NOB&    See  Limitation  of  Actions,  6.    Master  and  Servant, 
Mistake.     See  Equity,  1,  2.     Insurance,  a     Judgment,  7.    Mlo' 

GAGES,  a 
Mistakes  of  public  officers.    See  Estoppel^  3, 4.    Register  of  Da^B=»- 

MORTGAGEa 

Of  land.    See  AcnoN,  9.    Bills  and  Notes,  a    Contracts,  a 
Lands.    Register  of  Deeds. 

1.  Under  sec.  3156,  Stats.  1898  (authorizing  a  deficiency  judgmeac 

a  foreclosure  action,  "  against  everv  party  personally  liable  to 
debt  secured  by  the  mortgage,  whether  the  mortgagor  or    < 
persons,  if  upon  the  same  contract  which  the  mortgage  is  g^"^' 
secure"),  the  indorsera  of  a  note,  whose  liability  has  beerx 
fixed  by  demand  and  notice,  may  be  joined  in  an  action  "to 
close  the  mortgage  given  by  the  maker  as  security,  and    «*- 
ciency  judgment  may  be  rendered  against  them  therein.     <^^ 
V.  New  London  F,  Co.  94  Wis.  176,  distinguished.    Halbach  -i^- 
ter, 

2.  A  finding  of  the  trial  court  that  a  deed  absolute  in  form  was  ir^  *> 

as  an  absolute  conveyance  and  not  as  a  conveyance  by  ^^y" 
curity  is  held  to  be  against  the  clear  preponderance  of  tx* 
dence.    SchieH  v.  Newourg, 
^  Findings  of  the  trial  court  that  there  was  a  mistake  in  the  00 
of  a  mortgage,  and  also  in  the  d&scription  of  the  premises  < 
by  it,  are  neld  not  to  be  against  the  preponderance  of  the  ^"j 
in  this  case,  even  applying  the  rule  that  such  mistake  aar*. 
shown  beyond  reasonable  controversy.    Burmeiater  v,  Olso^rx^ 
^  ^hcLttela.    See  Fraudulent  Conveyances,  2,  3.    Garnish^*: 
Xi^surancb,  la    Partnership,  4.    Voluntary  Assignmk^ 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION& 

l^r^''  -^^*^^^^  ^^  ^*-  ■R^'i*  of  taxpayers  to  enforce  oorporat 

'^Jien  the  officers  of  a  public  corporation,  upon  whom  the ^        ^^ 

"V-ol  ves  of  appealing  to  the  courts  to  protect  its  right^  retu^t^  'ti<z>  T)ut 
tilie  necessary  judicial  machinery  in  motion  upon  aenia:i3.ci  It^^inir 
<^aa.de  therefor  by  a  taxpaying  member  of  such  corporatiox^^  ^^.^i^t^^inS 
:ror  himself  and  all  other  such  persons,  or  the  circumsta.xx<^^  ^-"^^ 
^uch  as  to  obviously  render  such  demand  useless,  sucn  -X:^:aK:^r^«  ^«« 
XnsLy,  so  acting,  take  the  place  of  such  public  officers  ^<^^*^^    X^-^rr-^^ 


de- 


o         T>f  en  forcing  the  corporate  right&    Mulberger  v.  Beurha-u^^    *^  '^  rpose 


-.  a  public  corporation  be  aggrieved  by  a  determmation  o:^ 

^oiirt  as  to  a  matter  pending  before  it,  and  the  Proper   c: — ^..^c^^        -. 

sucH  corporation  refuse  or  neglect  to  appeal  firom  suca  ^  ^-^^Ci^!:^  °^ 

tion  to  tlie  circuit  court  for  relief,  a  taxpaymg  meml>^^--^«^23aina- 

corporation,  acting  as  before  indicated,  may  mterven^     «^^rwf  ^^?^ 

the  appoaL  ^"^^  1»ke 

^  1:  lie  test  of  the  right  of  appeal  in  the  circumstanc^  stat^^^        ^  ^ 

not  whether  the  taxpayer  is  directly  injured  by  the  a©ti^^^^.^^lx>ve  is 
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of  the  county  court,  but  whether  the  corporation  as  a  whole  is  in- 
jured or  aggrieved  in  a  matter  in  which  the  individual  members 
of  the  corporation  have  a  substantial  interest.  IbicL 

Officers:  Mistakes:  EstoppeL    See  Estoppel,  8,  4. 

Flats:  Dedication  of  streets,  etc:  Acceptance,    See  Plat  of  Lands. 

Use  of  streets  by  telephone  companies:  Regulation,    See  Telephone 
Companies. 

Streets  and  sidewalks:  Injuries  from  defects.    See  Hiohwats,  6-8. 

4.  The  failure  of  a  city,  in  constructing  a  street,  to  make  it  reasonably 

safe  for  public  travel  —  in  this  case  the  Improper  adiustment  of  the 
cover  of  a  manhole  over  a  catch-basin  by  reason  of  which  such  cover 
slid  out  of  place  when  stepped  on  —  is  not  the  creation  of  a  nuisance 
rendering  the  city  liable  at  common  law  for  injuries  caused  thereby, 
but  is  a  failure  of  duty  rendering  the  city  liable  under  sec.  18S9, 
Stats.  1898,  to  persons  injured  by  the  insufficiency;  and  the  giving 
of  notice  as  required  by  that  section  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
maintenance  oi  an  action.    Ziegler  v.  West  Bend,  17 

5.  In  an  action  for  injuries  sustained  by  falling  on  a  sidewalk  alleg^ 

to  have  been  rendered  uneven  and  unsafe  by  accumulations  of  ice 
and  snow,  it  was  not  sufficient  for  plaintiff  to  show  such  condition 
of  the  walk  and  that  while  proceeding  with  care  he  fell  thereon 
and  was  hurt,  but  he  should  also  show  that  the  accident  was  the 
result  of  the  defects  alleged,  especially  where  it  appeared  that  the 
whole  surface  of  the  country  was  slippery  and  icy.  SmaU  v,  Prenr 
tice,  256 

6u  To  run  over  a  rough,  imeven  sidewalk  which  has  been  rendered  slip- 
pery by  ice  and  sleet,  with  knowledge  of  such  conditions,  consti- 
tutes contributory  negligence.  Ibid, 

7.  The  presence,  in  a  public  street,  of  a  sidewalk  largely  traveled  by 

the  public  for  some  months  before  an  accident  thereon,  renderea 
the  town  responsible  for  its  defects,  although  it  was  originally  con- 
structed by  a  private  individual  and  for  private  use.  McHugh  v. 
Minocqua,  291 

8.  Knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  proper  authorities  of  the  generallv  de- 

fective and  rott-en  condition  of  a  sidewalk  does  not  charge  them 
with  notice  of  a  specific  defect  alleged  to  have  caused  an  injury, 
where  such  specific  defect  was  of  a  different  kind  and  in  no  way 
connected  with  the  generally  defective  condition.  Ibid, 

9.  If,  in  this  case,  the  defect  causing  plaintiff's  injury  was  a  part  of  or 

included  in  the  generall3r  defective  condition  of  the  siaewalk,  it 
was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether,  in  view  of  his  familiarity 
with  such  condition,  he  was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence 
in  failing  to  exercise  greater  precaution  against  injury  thereby. 

Ibid. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

See  HiOHWAYS,  6,  7.    Master  and  Servant,  5-14    Municipal  Corpo- 
rations, 4-9.    Railroads^  4-28. 

In  all  cases  where  the  right  of  recoverjr  is  based  upon  negligence 
not  wilful  nor  such  that  the  person  injured  was  deceived  or  mis- 
led by  the  negligent  act  complained  of,  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to 
recover,  must  himself  have  exercised  care,  no  matter  how  clear 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant     White  v,  C,  <&  N,  W,  R,  Co.    489 
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Negotiable  Instri7uent&  See  Bills  and  Notes.  MoRTGAaBS,  L 
Pledges. 

New  Trial.    See  Practice,  1. 

NoNSXTiT.    See  Court  and  Jury.    Railroads,  14 

Notice. 
Of  claim  for  money  borrowed  by  agent  without  authority.    See 

Agency,  8. 
Of  assignment  of  part  of  olaim.    See  Assignment,  2,  4 
Of  nonpayment,  to  indorser.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  11. 
Of  entiy  of  judgment  or  order.    See  Certiorarl 
Of  defects  in  warranted  machinery.    See  Ck>NTRACrrs,  0.    Verdict,  1. 
Of  misappropriation  of  funds,  to  pledgee.    See  Estates  of  Deced- 
ents, 1,  2. 
Mailing  of  notice:  Presumption  as  to  its  receipt    See  Etidencx;  11. 
Of  fraud    See  FiNDrwos  op  Fact. 

Of  defects  in  highways,  eta    See  Highways,  8.    Municipal  Cor- 
porations, a 
Of  injury.    See  Highways,  8.    MuNioiPAii  Corporations^  4 
Of  washout    See  Railroads,  19. 
Of  killing  of  animals.    See  Railroads,  22. 

NUISANCEa 

See  Appeal^  &    Municipal  Corporations,  4 

An  action  in  the  circuit  court  to  enjoin  the  continuance  of  a  public 
nuisance  must  be  instituted  by  the  proper  law  ofiScer  of  the  state, 
and  that  court  has  no  power  to  autnorize  a  private  relator  to  act 
pro  hoc  vice  as  such  officer.  State  ex  reL  Lamb  v.  Cfunningfiam,  83 
Wis.  90,  distinguished.    State  ex  reL  Hartung  v.  MUuxmkee,       509 

Official  Bonds.    See  Register  of  Deeds. 

OFFICERS. 

Injunction  a^gainst  payments  for  iJlegaZ  purposes:  Recovery  of  moneys 
paid.    See  Highways,  8-5. 

1.  A  taxpayer  may  maintain  an  action  in  e<^uity,  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  all  other  taxpayers,  to  restrain  public  officers  from  paying  out 
the  public  money  for  illegal  purposes,  and  may  also,  under  the 
proper  circumstances,  compel  public  officers  and  even  third  per- 
sons to  repay  into  the  pubbo  treasury  money  already  paid  out  ille- 
gally.    Webster  v.  Douglas  Co,  181 

2i  Moneys  paid  out  by  public  officers  in  direct  violation  of  law  may  be 
recovered  from  the  officials  themselves  and  from  the  recipients 
thereof,  in  actions  seasonably  brought  by  taxpayers  on  behalf  of 
the  public,  especially  where  the  transaction  is  marked  by  haste, 
fraud,  collusion,  or  concealment  Ibid. 

8.  But  a  court  of  equity  will  not,  in  such  an  action,  require  repayment 
from  one  who,  tor  a  valuable  consideration  and  in  good  faith,  had 
purchased  county  warrants  issued  in  payment  for  work  done  under 
illegal  contracts,  where,  notwithstanding  the  public  nature  of  the 
proceedings  and  of  the  work,  the  action  was  not  brought  until  after 
a  large  part  of  the  work  had  been  done  and  the  warrants  in  ques- 
tion haa  been  issued  and  paid.  ibid, 

4  Where,  at  the  suit  of  taxpayers,  public  officers  and  contractors  are 
held  liable  to  repay  moneys  illegally  obtained  from  the  public  treas- 


718  INDEX.  [102 


ury,  they  should  be  charged,  also,  with  interest  from  the  time  such 
moneys  were  unlawfully  drawn  out.  Ibid. 

6.  In  an  action  by  taxpayers  to  restrain  public  officers  from  paying  out 
public  moneys  illegally  and  to  compel  repayment  of  moneys  already 
so  paid  out,  it  is  held  that  costs  should  be  allowed  upon  nnal  judg- 
ment against  the  defendants.  Ibid. 

ReftLscU  or  neglect  to  bring  suit,  etc:  When  taxpayers  may  act  See 
Municipal  Corporations,  3-5.    Nuisances.    Officers,  1, 2. 

Violation  of  injunction.    See  Highways,  8-5. 

Mistakes  of  officers:  Estoppel    See  Estoppel,  3,  4 

Practical  construction  of  statutes  by  officers.    See  Insxtrance,  6. 

County  officers.    See  Highways,  8-5. 

Sheriff:  ConclusiveTiess  of  return.    See  Voluntary  Assignment,  8. 

Clerk  of  circuit  court.    See  Terms  of  Court. 

Register  of  deeds:  Failure  to  index  mortgage.    See  Register  of  Deeds. 

City  officers.  See  Municipal  Corporations,  8-5.  Telephone  Compa- 
nies, 3,  4 

School  officers.    See  Common  Schools. 

Of  corporations:  Powers.  See  CoRPORATioNa  University  of  Wiscon- 
sin. 

OpiNior^s.    See  Evidence,  8, 10.    Railroads,  11. 

Parent  and  Child:  Legitimacy.    See  Wills,  5,  6. 

Parties.  See  Appeal,  3.  Estates  of  Decedents,  6.  Evidence,  7. 
Mortgages,  1.  Municipal  Corporations,  1-3.  Nuisances.  Of- 
ficers, 1,  Z.    Pleading,  4    Wills,  2. 

PARTNERSHn>. 
See  Garnishment,  2. 

1.  Marshall,  J.,  is  of  the  opinion  that  a  conveyance  of  firm  assets  by 

the  members  of  an  insolvent  partnership,  to  pay  the  individual  in- 
debtedness of  one  of  its  members,  and  without  any  other  purpose. 
Is  not  void  as  to  partnership  creditors.  Excelsior  MiU  Co.  v.  ban- 
over,  809 

2.  The  partnership  relation  existing  between  a  dormant  partner  and 

the  ostensible  proprietor  of  a  business,  under  an  agreement  treat- 
ing the  property  as  belonging  to  the  latter  and  providing  that  he 
should  repay  the  amount  which  the  former  iiaa  invested  in  the 
business,  with  interest  and  a  share  of  the  net  profits,  was  dissolved 
by  the  death  of  the  active  partner,  in  whose  possession  all  the  part- 
nership assets  then  were;  and  the  business  was  thereafter  c^trried 
on  by  nis  administrators  in  the  name  of  the  estate,  with  the  knowl- 
edge and  consent  of  the  former  dormant  |)artner,  who  did  not  take 
possession  or  control  as  survivor  or  constitute  said  administrators 
nis  agents  to  continue  the  businesa  Afterwards  said  dormant 
partner  brought  suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  which  had  been  given 
to  him  by  the  active  partner  to  secure  the  repayment  of  the  amount 
invested  by  the  dormant  partner  in  the  business.  Held,  that  in 
such  action  the  dormant  partner  was  not  chargeable  with  any  part 
of  the  losses  incurred  in  the  business  after  the  dissolution.  Stub- 
bings  v.  O^Connor,  353 

8.  Where  partners  have  by  agreement  used  certificates  of  stock  to  indi- 
cate the  proportionate  interest  of  each  in  the  firm,  a  transferee  of 
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such  certificates  does  not  become  a  member  of  the  firm,  in  the  al>« 
sence  of  an  afpreement  to  that  effect,  but  obtains  merely  the  righi-ti 
to  demand  an  accounting  and  to  receive  the  proportionate  share  o^ 
the  net  firm  property  after  such  accounting.   Rcmtmerdahl  v,  Jacfc-^ 
son, 

4.  A  transfer,  as  collateral  security,  of  certificates  of  stock  used 

partners  to  indicate  the  prop>ortionate  interest  of  each  in  the 

IS  not  a  chattel  mortgage  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  2313,  Sta^«= 

1898,  providing  for  the  filing  of  such  mortgages.    That  statute 

Slies  only  where  the  mortgaged  property  is  capable  of  man 
elivery.  ./fe^ 

5.  A  partner  whose  interest  in  the  firm  was  indicated  by  certificato<» 

stock  assigned  such  certificates,  either  absolutely  or  as  collate 
security,  to  various  persons.    Afterwards,  bjr  bill  of  sale,  he  ti 
ferred  his  apparent  interest  in  the  partnership  to  an  innocent 
chaser,  promising  to  deliver  the  certificates  in  a  few  days, 
consideration  to  be  paid  on  their  delivery;  and  the  purchaser 
possession  of  the  seller's  interest    Before  the  consideration 
paid  a  creditor  of  the  seller  garnished  the  purchaser,  and. 
brought  the  agreed  price  into  court    TTie  assignees  of  the  o^ 
cates  were  interpleaded,  and  each  answered  claiming  a  sha.: 
said  fiind.    Hda,  that  this  constituted  a  ratification  by  sai. 
signees  of  the  transfer  to  the  garnishee,  and  an  election  to  oorx^-^ 
the  money  as  standing  in  place  of  their  interests  or  rights  ixx 
firm  assets.    The  rights  of  all  parties  might  therefore  be  pro^j;^, 
adjusted  in  the  garnishment  action  without  an  accounting. 

6.  A  member  of  a  going  partnership  who  was  under  no  obligatix,,^^^^-^     . 

contribute  further  to  the  capital  of  the  firm  received  moiix^--^^  *^ 
guardian  and  it  was  used  in  carrying  on  the  firm  business,  «k.XZ|^^^  ^ 
partners  consenting.  Held,  that  liability  to  return  the  "o.oxx^^-^?'^^ 
the  wards  became  a  partnership  debt  as  fully  and  absolixt^-j^^^"  ^ 
though  the  money  had  been  borrowed  from  a  third  i)arty.  ^j^^s-^^^lI  '^ 
Arnerican  Bank  v.  MagUl,  ^^^5*^ 

7.  Where  the  materials  for  which  a  lien  is  claimed  were  ^urnis'tx^^^^ 

one  who,  as  surviving  partner,  was  carrying  on  the^  ^^^^^i^^Mr^^uT^^j-^ 
merly  conducted  by  a  firm,  the  debt  is  due  to  him  individo^Xl^^^  ^^^' 
he  may  assign  the  claim  as  if  there  had  never  been  any-  x>«inr-i^°^ 
ship.    Sfiearer  v.  Browne,  -"^tnerj 

8.  No  interest  in  such  debt  or  right  to  a  lien  is  conveyed  by  a,n    ^^  ^^       .  ^ 

istrator's  sale  of  the  interest  of  the  decjeased  partner  in  't.>x«:^~^2^^'^* 
but  merely  a  right  to  share  in  the  net  proceeds  of  the  a^.s^^  «rm, 
the  business  when  it  is  closed  upi  ^^^^^^ts  of 

PAYMENT.  ^  ^^ 

Extension  of  tima    See  Bills  and  Notes,  8-^ 
To  unauthorized  person.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  6L 
By  note.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  10, 12. 
Application.    See  Pledges. 

Penalty  or  liquidated  damages?    See  Master  and  SEEVAiq^'x*, 

Physicians  and  SxntaEONs.    See  Evidence,  a 

PLAT  OF  LANDa 

1.  On  the  recorded  plat  of  an  unincorporated  village,  «tt  -trv^ 

end  of  a  street  running  a  little  north  of  east,  a  trian^viA  easterly 

trround  was  left  uninclosed,  within  the  limits  of  tH^     VZ^"**  piece  of 
*  -^ >^^t  but  ad- 
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joining  a  quarter-section  line  which  was  its  northern  boundary. 
All  parallel  streets  were  left  open  at  their  easterly  ends»  indicating 
an  intention  to  have  them  connect  with  the  streets  of  additions  to 
be  made  on  that  side;  and  for  that  purpose  the  triangle  in  ques- 
tion would  be  necessary.  Held,  that  the  triangle  was  dedicated  as 
part  of  the  street    McHugh  v,  Minocqua,  291 

di  A  resolution  of  the  town  board  ordering  such  street  to  be  opened  up 
for  traffic  to  its  easterly  end,  followed  by  working  of  portions 
thereof,  constituted  an  acceptance  by  the  town  of  that  street,  in- 
cluding the  triangle.  I  bid, 

PLEADING. 

See  AonoK,  2,  9.    Criminal  Law,  1.    Eqitity,  5,  8, 10.    Insubance,  7. 

1.  A  plaintiff  who,  at  the  trial,  bases  his  claim  on  facts  different  from 

tnose  alleged  in  his  complaint,  thereby  opening  the  door  to  an  in- 
quiry respecting  such  facts,  cannot  complain  that  the  issue  so  tried 
was  not  within  the  pleading&     WiUiams  v,  Williams^  246 

2,  In  a  tort  action  for  the  conversion  of  money  it  is  field  not  to  have 

been  an  abuse  of  discretion  to  allow  defendants  to  amend  their  an- 
swer during  the  trial  so  as  to  allege  that  in  a  former  action  (which 
had  been  dismissed  because  plaintiff  declined  to  bring  in  another 
defendant)  plaintiff  had  sought,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts, 
to  recover  the  identical  sum  of  money  upon  an  imi)iied  contract  as 
for  money  had  and  received,  and  had  thereby  waived  the  tort, — 
it  appearing,  araoug  other  things,  that  plaintiff  had  ^eatl^  delayed 
the  prosecution  of  the  tort  action,  that  an  order  dismissing  it  for 
want  of  prosecution  had  been  set  aside  as  a  matter  of  favor  to  him, 
and  that  the  amendment  could  not  operate  as  a  surprise^  Carroll 
V.  Fethers,  436 

^  In  an  action  for  the  wrongful  conversion  of  money,  under  an  answer 
denying  such  conversion,  the  record  of  a  former  action  brought  by 
plaintiff  to  recover  the  same  mone^  upon  an  implied  contract  as  for 
money  had  and  received  was  admissible  to  show  that  the  conver- 
sion had  been  waived.  Ibid. 

4  A  plea  of  the  pendency  of  an  action  previously  commenced  to  en- 
force the  same  cause  of  action,  is  not  good  unless  it  shows  that 
the  parties  thereto  are  identical  with  those  in  the  second  action, 
or  tliat  such  as  are  not  identical  are  in  privity  with  the  former  par- 
ties.   Calteaux  v.  Mueller^  525 

PLEDGES  AND  COLLATERAL  SECURITY. 

See  Estates  of  Decedents,  1,  2.    Partnership,  4  5. 

One  T.,  with  whom  a  note  indorsed  in  blank  had  been  deposited  for 
safe-keeping,  borrowed  mone;^  from  plaintiff  and  gave  him  said  note 
as  collateral  security,  the  plaintiff  receiving  the  same  in  good  faith, 
with  no  knowledge  of  any  defect  in  T.'s  title  thereta  When  said 
note  became  due  the  other  collaterals  in  plaintiff's  huids  were  suffi- 
cient in  value  to  discharge  T.'s  indebtedness  to  him,  but  it  had  not 
been  discharged.  Sometime  later  T.  borrowed  a  further  sum  from 
plaintiff,  agreeing  that  all  the  collaterals  then  in  the  plaintiff's 
hands  should  be  held  as  security  for  it  as  well  as  for  the  prior  debt. 
Subsequently  the  makers  paid  to  T.  the  amount  of  the  note  and 
took  a  receipt,  T.  claiming  that  the  note  had  been  mislaid  and 
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promising  to  send  it  when  found.  T.  became  insolvent,  and  the 
collaterals  were  insufficient  to  pay  his  indebtedness  to  plaintiflE. 
Held,  that  plaintiff  might  apply  the  other  collaterals  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  second  loan  to  T.,  and  hold  the  note  in  question  to  se- 
cm-e  the  first,  for  which  it  was  pledged  before  its  maturity.  Strong 
V.  Bowes,  543 

Possession  of  land.    Bee  Advebsb  Possession.    Ejectment. 

PRACTICE. 

See  Action.  AaBSNor,  2.  AppeaTj  and  Eekor.  Certiorarl  Cost& 
Court  and  Jury.  CriminaLi  Law  and  Practice.  Evidence. 
Executions.  Garnishment,  3,  4  Insolvency.  Instructions  to 
Jury.  JuDanENT.  Jurors.  Nuisances.  Pleading.  Receivers. 
Tax  Titles,  5.  Terms  op  Court.  Verdict.  Voluntary  As- 
signment, 2. 

1.  A  motion  to  set  aside  a  veiMict  and  grant  a  new  trial  should  state  the 

grounds  of  the  motion,  and  the  record  should  sliow  that  it  was  made 
at  the  same  term  at  which  the  trial  was  had.  WUliams  t\  Will- 
iams^ 246 

2.  Where  a  cause  is  tried  hy  the  court  and  a  jury  is  impaneled  for  the 

purposes  of  an  advisory  verdict,  and  the  cause  is  fully  tried  and  sub- 
mitted, neither  party  is  entitled  to  a  hearing  as  a  matter  of  right 
after  the  coming  in  of  the  special  verdict  and  before  the  findings 
by  the  court  are  filed.  [Winslow,  J.,  is  of  the  opinion  that  after  the 
rendition  of  such  a  verdict  an  opportunity  should  be  given  for  a 
hearing  and  for  the  defeated  party  to  move  for  findings  and  judg- 
ment notwithstanding  the  verdict.]    Adains  v,  Rodman,  456 

Preliminary  Examination.    See  Criminal  Law,  1. 

Prescription.    See  Adverse  Possession. 

Presumptions.    See  Appeal,  13-15.    Biu^  and  Notes,  1, 3,  9, 10.    Evi- 
dence, 11.    Fraud,  1,  4.  Judgment,  a-5b   Tax  Titles,  a.  WiLia,  4. 

Principal  and  Agent.    See  Agency. 

Principal,  and  Surety".    See  Suretyship, 

Printed  Cask     See  Appear  23. 

Privileged  Communications.    See  Evidence,  6^ 

Phomissory  Notes.  See  Bills  and  Notes.  Mortgages,  1.  Pledges. 
Sale  op  Chattels,  8,  4. 

Proximate  Cause.  See  Master  and  Servant,  5,  18,  14  MuNiciPAii 
Corporations,  6.     Railroads,  8,  9, 17.    Verdiot,  0. 

PUBLIC  LANDa 

See  Adverse  Possession,  1.    Ejectment.    Sale  of  Chattei^  10. 

A  mortgage  given  by  one  who  has  entered  land  as  a  homestead  under 
the  federal  statutes  and  has  received  the  final  receiver's  receipt  or 
certificate  is  valid  as  against  the  mortgagor  and  those  claiming 
under  him,  even  though  given  prior  to  the  issue  of  the  patent,  if 
given  and  received  in  good  faith.   Meinhold  v,  Walters^  §89 

Public  Nuisances.    See  Nuisances. 

Public  Schools.    See  Common  Schooia 
Vol.102  — 46 
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RAILROADa 

Sale  of  logging  railroad.    See  Contracts,  5. 

Ejection  of  passenger  from  train:  Sunday  contract:  Damages. 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  railway  company  under  Rec.  1818,  R  S.  1878,. 

for  a  tortious  election  from  a  train,  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff 
claimed  to  be  riding  upon  a  ticket  purchased  on  Sunday  is  imma- 
terial.   Master  son  v,  C.  &  N.  W,  R.  uo.  571 

2.  An  award  of  $850  damages  for  the  wrongful  ejection  of  a  passenger 

from  a  railway  train  is  held  to  be  excessive,  where  he  was  ejected 
in  the  outskirts  of  a  city,  without  any  serious  insult  being  offered 
b^  the  conductor,  and  he  did  not  claim  to  have  been  made  sick  or 
disabled,  or  to  have  suffered  in  any  way,  except  that  he  was  robbed 
of  a  small  sum,  without  violence,  while  walking  along  the  track. 

Ibid. 

8.  Whether  the  robbery  in  such  case  could  form  any  ground  for  the 
recovery  of  increased  damages  seems  doubtful  Ibid. 

Injuries  to  passengers:  Negligent:  Excursion  trains:  Proximate  cause. 

4  The  plaintiff,  a  passenger  on  a  freight  train,  while  standing  in  the 
caboose,  was  thrown  against  the  door  by  a  sudden  shock  of  the  cars 
coming  together  in  making  a  coupling,  and  was  injured.  There 
was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  parts  of  the  train  were 
brought  together  with  unusual  violence,  such  as  could  be  accounted 
for  only  by  negligence  in  the  train  hands  or  defective  apparatus^ 
Held  tnat,  although  defendant's  witnesses  fully  contradicted  any 
unusual  violence,  the  question  of  defendant's  negligence  was  one- 
for  the  jury.    Harden  v.  C,  M.  <&  St.  P.  R  Co.  218 

6.  The  question  of  plaintiff^s  contributory  negligence  should  also  have 
been  submitted  to  the  jury,  in  view  of  the  evidence  in  respect  to 
his  position  and  his  knowledge  that  a  coupling  was  soon  to  be 
made.  Ibid, 

6.  A  railway  passenger  is  not,  as  matter  of  law,  guilty  of  negligence  in 

standing  on  the  platform  of  a  car,  even  wnile  it  is  in  motion,  if 
there  is  no  room  inside.  If  on  boarding  a  car  he  finds  it  so  crowded 
that  he  cannot  get  inside  without  the  use  of  main  force,  and  con- 
cludes to  ride  upon  the  platform,  the  question  whether  he  is  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence,  or  has  assumed  the  extraordinary  risks 
of  that  position,  is  one  for  the  jury  under  proper  instructiona  Ward 
V.  C,  M.  <Sb  St.  P.  R.  Co.  215 

7.  A  passenger  on  an  excursion  train  is  entitled  to  just  as  much  care 

for  his  safety  as  one  uix)n  a  regular  train.  In  riding  upon  a  crowded 
train  he  assumes  the  inconveniences  resulting  from  its  crowded 
condition,  but  not  any  increased  risk.  •  IbUL 

8.  In  an  action  for  injuries  received  by  a  passenger  while  standing  on 

the  platform  of  a  railway  car,  a  question  in  the  special  verdict  being 
as  to  whether  the  negligence  of  defendant's  employees  in  coupling 
the  car  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injuries,  it  was  error  to  re- 
fuse an  instruction,  asked  by  defendant,  that  the  jury  must  answer 
such  question  "  No  "  unless  they  were  satisfied  to  a  reasonable  cer- 
tainty, from  the  greater  weight  of  evidence,  that  it  should  be  an- 
swered **  Yes," —  tlie  substance  of  such  instruction  not  being  given 
in  the  general  charga  Ibid. 

9.  An  instruction  to  the  effect  that  the  expressions  "  i)rox{mate  cause  '^ 

and  "  direct  cause  "  are  equivalent  ana  mean  the  immediate  or  in- 
ducing cause,  was  erroneous.  Ibid. 
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Injuries  to  travelers  at  highway  crossings:  Gates:  Diseased  persons:  Ar- 
guments to  jury, 

10.  The  duty  of  a  x)eTSOii  approaching  a  railway  track  to  look  and  listen 

before  crossing  is  absolute,  and  nonobservance  of  that  dutj  is  neg- 
ligence per  se.  So  heUdf  in  a  case  where  the  ^tes  maintained  at  a 
railw^ay  crossing  were  open,  and  plaintiff,  while  walking  across  the 
traoks,  was  struck  by  a  train  running  at  an  unlawful  rate  of  speed, 
which  he  might  have  seen  and  heard  if  he  had  looked  and  listened 
before  attempting  to  cross.  Rohde  v.  C.  &  N,  W,  R.  Co,  86  Wis. 
809,  distinjgruished.     White  v.  C,  &  N,  W,  R.  Co,  48^ 

11.  In  an  action  against  a  railway  company  for  the  death  of  plaintiff's 

intestate,  which  occurred  from  diabetes  mdlitus  thirteen  days  after 

a  collision  at  a  highway  crossing,  there  was  evidence  that  plaintiff 

suffered  from  said  disease  two  years  before  his  death;  that  it  was  ^ 

a  chronic  disease  and  usually  terminated  fatally  in   from  four 

months  to  six  jjrears,  depending  on  age;  but  that  plaintiff  for  a 

year  and  a  half  prior  to  the  accident  was  apparently  in  a  normal 

state  of  health.    Held,  that  an  hypothetical  question  designed  to 

elicit  from  witnesses  their  opinions  as  to  the  cause  of  death,  which 

recited  the  evidence  with  reference  to  the  accident  but  omitted  all 

reference  to  said  disease,  was  misleading.    Schaidler  v.  C  d^  N,  W, 

R,  Co.  564 

13.  A  railway  company  cannot  escape  liability  for  negligence  causing 
death  by  showing  that  the  person  killed  was  so  diseased  that  his 
life  would  necessarily  have  terminated  in  a  short  time  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  accident,  but  such  evidence  should  be  taken  into 
aooount  in  assessing  the  damages.  Ibid, 

13.  In  such  a  case  statements  of  plaintiff's  counsel  in  his  argument  to 
the  jury  that  "  We  can  show  you  how  many  hundred  men  hav^ 
come  near  being  killed  there,  if  you  want  us  to; "  that  "You  are 
called  upon  to  set  a  price  upon  a  human  life; "  that  "  Barriers  are 
erected  and  watchmen  placed  at  crossings  on  account  of  their 
danger,  and  in  this  case,  unless  the  company  can  show  they  blew 
the  whistle  and  rang  the  bell,"  it  was  liable;  that  "I  know  of  a 
case  in  this  town  of  a  doctor  who  treated  a  little  boy,  who  said  the 
boy  must  die;  but  no  sooner  had  he  pronounced  his  death  sentence 
than  he  got  better,  in  defiance  of  the  doctor's  prognostication,"^ 
are  held  erroneous,  where  not  properly  excluded  from  the  consid- 
eration of  the  jury  by  the  trial  court  Ibid, 

Injuries  to  tresspassers  on  track:  License, 

14.  Plaintiff,  a  bright,  intelligent  boy  ten  years  of  age,  had,  with  two 

other  boys,  been  running  westward  along  a  railroad  track  at  a  | 

place  where  it  was  unlawful  for  them  to  be.    Just  before  reaching  } 

a  street  he  attempted  to  cross  the  track  and  was  struck  by  a  loco-  ) 

motive  coming  from  the  east  at  an  unlawful  speed,  the  bell  on  » 

which  had  not  been  rung,  though  its  whistle  was  sounded  imme-  i 

diately  prior  to  the  accident.  The  boy  knew  that  it  was  danger- 
ous to  walk  along  or  get  upon  the  track,  and  had  been  cautioned 
by  his  parents  not  to  go  around  trains.    He  testified  that  although  i 

he  knew  the  train  came  along  about  that  time  he  had  not  thought 
of  it  until  just  before  he  was  struck  It  appeared  that  from  the 
street  a  man  could  be  seen  on  the  track  nearly  1,100  feet  to  the 
east;  but  there  was  no  evidence  that  either  of  the  boys  was  act- 
ually on  the  track  after  the  train  approached  where  they  could  be 
seen  from  the  en^'ne,  or  that  the  engineer  or  fireman  saw  any  of 
them,  or  that  their  clothing  was  such  as  naturally  to  attract  at- 


\ 
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tention.  In  an  aotion  for  the  injuries  sustained,  held,  that  a  non- 
suit was  properly  granted.  Dodoe  and  Winslow,  JJ.,  dissent, 
being  of  the  opinion  that  the  question  whether  defendant's  serv- 
ants were  guilty  of  gross  negligence  should  have  been  Bubmitted 
to  the  jury.   SOiug  v.  C,  M.  i  St  P.  R  Co.  515 

15.  The  fact  that  a  railroad  track,  at  a  place  where  it  was  protected  by 
fences  and  cattle-guards  and  where  it  was  unlawful,  under  sea 
1811,  R  S.  1878,  for  persons  to  walk,  was  frequently  used  by  pedes- 
trians does  not  show  that  such  use  was  licensed  by  the  company, 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  it  acquiesced  in  or  invited  the 
trespasa  Ibid, 

Injuries  to  employees, 

16k  In  an  action  by  a  locomotive  engineer  against  a  railroad  company 
for  personal  injuries  sustained  m  consequence  of  a  washout  at  a 
culvert,  it  appeared  that  he  was  not  proceeding  with  the  caution 
required  bv  the  rules  of  the  company  in  case  of  sudden  and  heavy 
rams  or  inaications  of  high  water,  but  it  did  not  appear  conclusively 
that  he  knew  that  the  rains  in  tliat  vicinity  had  been  so  severe 
or  unusual  as  to  call  for  the  exercise  of  such  caution.  Held,  that 
he  was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  as  a  matter  of  law. 
Grouse  v.  C.  <Sb  N.  W.  R  Co.  196 

17.  A  verdict  in  such  action  that  the  track  was  negligently  constructed 

and  unsafe,  so  that  an  ordinary  rain  storm  would  wasn  it  out;  that 
it  was  not  properly  inspected  on  the  night  in  question;  and  that 
the  injury  was  the  result  of  the  washout,  without  contributory 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  is  a  sufficient  finding  as  to 
proximate  cause.  Ibid, 

18.  Upon  the  question,  submitted  for  special  verdict,  whether  the  cul- 

vert was  negligently  constructed  and  -maintained  by  the  defend- 
ant so  as  to  render  it  inadequate  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
constructed,  the  burden  of  proof  was  upon  the  plaintiff.  Sec.  1816, 
Stats.  1898  (providing  for  a  recovery  wnere  a  railroad  employee  is 
injured  by  a  defect  in  any  track,  when  such  defect  could  have 
been  discovered  bv  reasonable  and  proper  care,  and  that  proof  of 
such  defect  shall  be  presumptive  evidence  of  knowledge  thereof 
on  the  part  of  the  company),  did  not  relieve  him  from  such  burden, 
since  the  question  related  to  original'  defects  in  the  culvert  before 
the  washout,  and  until  such  defects  were  shown  to  exist  the  pre- 
sumption of  knowledge  thereof  did  not  arise.  loid, 

19.  Upon  the  questions  whether  the  washout  could  have  been  discovered 

by  defendant's  employees  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  in  time 
to  prevent  the  accident,  and  whether  the  track  walker  was  negli- 
gent in  not  properly  inspecting  the  track,  the  burden  of  proof  was 
also  uix)n  the  plaintiff,  when  it  appeared  that  the  washout  had  oc- 
currea  within  a  few  hours  of  the  accident  and  that  the  company  in 
fact  had  no  notice  of  it.  Ibid. 

20.  A  railway  company  is  not  charged  with  an  absolute  duty  to  its  em- 

Sloyees  to  make  its  culverts  safe,  but  only  with  reasonable  and  or- 
inary  care  and  prudence  to  make  them  safe,  considering  their 
uses  and  purposes.  Ibid. 

21*  In  an  action  against  a  railroad  comx>any  to  recover  for  injuries  sus- 
tained b^  an  employee  whose  foot  liad  been  run  over  while  he  was 
attempting  to  seal  "the  end  door  of  a  car  attached  to  the  tender, 
plaintiff's  testimony  that  his  foot  was  caught  between  the  main 
rail  and  a  guard  rail  and  injured  by  the  wheel  of  the  tender  is  held 
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insufficient  to  sustain  a  finding  by  the  jurv  to  that  effect,  where 
such  testimony  showed  that  it  was  not  based  upon  recollection,  but 
was  the  result  of  inference,  and  the  appearance  of  the  shoe  worn 
upon  the  injured  foot  and  plaintiff's  position  after  the  accident  .were 
consistent  only  with  the  theory  that  his  foot  was  caught  between 
the  main  rail  and  the  wheeL   Hibbard  v.  C,  St  P.,  M,  db  O.  R,  Co. 

624 

Killing  of  animals  on  track:  Notice:  Contributory  negligence:  Section 
man. 

22,  A  notice  to  a  railway  company  of  a  claim  for  the  killing  of  cows 
through  its  negligence  "  m  failing  to  keep  the  gate  in  the  fence 
separating  the  right  of  way  of  said  railway  company  from  a  por- 
tion of  the  farm  of  W.,  in  said  town  of  Blooming  Grove,  closed," 
and  in  the  management  of  its  train  "  upon  and  along  said  right  of 
'way,"  etc.,  reasonably  construed,  locates  the  place  of  the  accident 
on  the  right  of  way  through  W.'s  farm,  and  is  not  so  indefinite  with 
respect  to  the  place  of  the  accident  as  to  prevent  a  recovery.  May 
v,C.<SbN,  W.R.  Co,  673 

28.  Failure  of  a  section  man  to  close  a  gate  which  he  knew  to  be  open  in 
the  fence  along  that  part  of  the  right  of  way  upon  which  he  was 
employed  does  not  relieve  the  railway  company  from  liability  for 
the  killing  of  animals  belonging  to  him,  which  strayed  upon  the 
right  of  way  through  said  gate  and  were  struck  by  a  passing  train, 
unless  it  be  shown  that  it  was  his  duty  to  close  such  gate.       IhidL 

Eax^e:  Assault  with  intent.    See  Criminal  Law,  & 

Ratification.    See  Agency,  &    Contracts,  4.    Highways,  4.    PabtV 

NERSHIP,  6. 

Real  Property.  See  Adverse  Possession.  Ejectment.  Equity,  l, 
3,  7-10.  Estates  op  Decedents,  3-5.  Estoppel,  1,  2.  Execu- 
tions. Findings  of  Fact.  Fraudulent  Conveyances,  l.  In- 
surance, 17.  Liens,  1.  Mortgages.  Plat  of  Lands.  Public 
Lands.    Register  of  Deed&    Tax  TiTLsa    Trusts.    Wills,  3. 

Reasonable  Doxtbt.    See  Criminal  Law,  4-7. 

Reasonable  Time.    See  Limitation  of  Action& 

RECEIVERa 

1.  Seo.  1694&,  Stats.  1808,  authorizing  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  for 

the  nonexempt  property  of  An  insolvent  debtor  without  a  determi- 
nation by  a  jury  of  the  existence  of  the  requisite  facts,  is  not  in 
violation  of  sec.  6,  art  I,  Const,  providing  tliat  "the  right  of  trial 
by  jury  shall  remain  inviolate,"  etc.,  since  that  language  relates 
only  to  the  right  as  it  existed  when  the  constitution  was  adopted. 
Rider-Wallis  Co,  v.  Fogo,  536 

2.  Even  if  sec.  16946,  Stats.  1898,  is  invalid,  under  sec.  3,  art  VII,  Const., 

so  far  as  it  attempts  to  empower  a  circuit  judge  at  chambers  to 
appoint  a  receiver  of  the  property  of  an  insolvent  debtor,  yet  it  is 
valid  so  far  as  it  vests  such  power  in  the  court  IhUL 

8.  Under  sec  1694&,  Stata  1898  (providing  tliat  wpon  petition  by  cred- 
itors of  an  insolvent  debtor  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  the 
court  shall  proceed  summarily  *•  to  hear  the  parties  and  receive 
such  evidence  as  may  be  proper,  and  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  court " 
that  the  debtor  is  insolvent,  etc.,  the  court  shall  appoint  a  receiver), 
it  is  error  to  appoint  a  receiver  without  evidence,  even  though  the 
debtor  does  not  answer  or  appear  in  the  proceeding.  Ibid. 
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Rbcordino  Acts.  See  Estoppel,  2.  Executions.   Reoister  of  Deeds. 

Reference.    See  Appeal,  5. 

Reformation  of  written  instrument&  See  Equity,  1,  2.  Insurance,  10. 

Refund  on  invalid  tax  certificates.    See  Tax  Titles,  3-5. 

Regents  of  state  university.  See  Assignment,  4  University  op  Wis- 
consin. 

REGISTER  OF  DEEDa 

See  EXECUTION& 

If  a  register  of  deeds,  required  by  law  to  keep  a  tract  index,  neglect 
his  duty  as  to  a  mortgage  on  a  particular  parcel  of  land,  which  par- 
cel another  subsequently  purchases,  not  knowing  of  such  mortage 
by  reason  of  relying  on  such  index,  on  discovering  the  facts  and 
failing  by  reasonable  efforts  to  secure  a  release  of  the  mortgage 
from  the  owner  thereof,  such  other  may  purchase  such  mortgage, 
and,  having  exhausted  his  remedy  to  obtain  reimbursement  for  his 
expenditures  in  that  regard  against  his  covenantee  if  there  be  such, 
and  against  the  mortgagor  as  well,  ma^  hold  the  register  of  deeds 
and  tiie  sureties  on  his  official  bond  lor  the  residue  of  such  ex- 
penditures and  interest  thereon.    Johnson  v.  Brice,  575 

Release  of  surety.    See  Bills  and  Notes,  3-5. 

Remedies.  See  Action,  1,  2,  4,  5,  7,  9, 10.  Agency,  3.  Constitutional 
Law.  Contracts,  1-A.  Corporations,  4.  Damages,  4  Equity. 
Estates  op  Decedents,  5.  Fraudulent  Conveyances.  Gar- 
nishment, 2.  Highways,  5.  Judgment,  7, 8.  Liens.  Logs  and 
Timber,!.  Municipal  Corporations,  1-4  NuiSANCEa  Officeiw. 
Register  of  Deeds.  Sale  of  Chattels,  1,  2.  Suretyship.  Tel- 
ephone Companies,  3,  4 

Repairs  on  real  property.    See  Trusts,  1,  2. 

REPLEVIN. 

In  replevin  by  the  vendor  of  goods  their  value  was  alleged,  both  in 
the  complaint  and  answer,  to  be  a  certain  sum.  Plaintiff's  agent 
wlio  haa  identified  the  goods  testified  that  said  sum  was  the  in- 
voice price  and  that  that  was  their  value.  Heldy  that  the  court,  in 
directing  a  verdict,  properly  fixed  their  value  at  that  amount^  al- 
though tne  same  witness  further,  testified  that  the  goods  had  de- 
preciated in  value  forty  pjer  cent  during  the  twenty-two  days 
which  had  elapsed  since  their  sale,  because  they  had  been  unpacked 
and  placed  on  shelves  and  some  suits  and  sizes  sold.  Jenkins  v. 
Steanka,  19  Wi&  126»  distinguished.  David  Adler  <Sb  Sons  C,  Co,  v. 
Thorp,  70 

Res  Adjudicata.    See  Judgment,  0. 

Rescission.    See  Contracts,  1-4    Equity,  3,  4>  &    Sale  of  Chatteib 
1,  6-a 

Reversal.    See  Appeal,  Afflrmance  and  reversal 

Roads  and  Streets.  See  Counties.  Highways.  Municipal  Coa- 
poRATiONS,  4-9.    Plat  of  Lands.    Telephone  Companies. 

Rules  of  Court. 
Supreme  Court  Rule  IV  (Return  to  writ  of  certiorari),  234 
Supreme  Court  Rules  VIII,  IX  (Case  and  briefs),  198,  211. 
Supreme  Court  Rule  XXXII  (Reversal  of  excessive  judgment),  851. 
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SALE  OF  CHATTELS. 

See  Appeal^  3.    Contracts,  1,  2,  4,  5,  8-10.    Corporations,  2,  4.    Loos 

AND  Timber,  1,  2.    Partnership,  5. 

1.  A  vendor  of  merchandise  cannot  rescind  the  sale  and  reclaim  the 

goods  merely  because  the  purchasers,  knowing  themselves  to  be 
insolvent,  did  not  disclose  that  fact,  where  no  inquiries  and  no  false 
statements  were  made  and  no  artifice  resorted  to  to  mislead  the 
vendor,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  goods  were  bought  with 
the  fraudulent  intent  of  not  paying  for  them.  David  AcUer  db  Sons 
C,  Co,  V.  Thorp,  70 

2.  One  buying  an  article  upon  an  express  warranty  may  sue  for  any 

damages  resulting  from  a  breach  without  returning  or  offering  to 
return  such  articla    Nauman  v,  Ullmarif  92 

8.  Plaintiff  bought  a  horse  from  the  defendant  upon  an  express  war- 
ranty that  it  was  well  and  sound  except  for  a  cold,  and,  paying 
part  of  the  price,  gave  a  three-days  note  for  the  balance,  w^tiich 
provided  that  the  ownership  and  possession  should  not  pass  from 
the  vendor  until  the  note  was  paid.  Plaintiff  received  tlie  horse, 
and  paid  the  note  when  due,  but  without  knowledge  that  the  dis- 
ease of  the  horse  was  other  than  a  cold,  and  after  its  death  brought 
suit  upon  the  express  warranty.  Held,  that  there  had  been  no 
waiver  of  the  warranty.  Ihid. 

4.  The  signing  of  suoh  note  was  not  a  reduction  of  the  contract  to 
writing,  which  would  render  parol  evidence  of  the  warranty  in- 
admissible, since  the  note  did  not  in  terms  purport  to  ^tate  the 
whole  contract  but  was  merely  a  document  in  execution  of  a  part 
thereof.  Ibid, 

{!».  A  question  for  a  special  verdict,  '*  Did  the  defendant  sell  and  the 
plaintiff  buy  said  horse  for  a  sick  horse,  the  plaintiff  taking  his 
chance?  "  was  not  objectionable  as  being  comi>ound,  it  being  con- 
ceded that  plaintiff  purchased  the  horse  knowing  it  was  sick  but 
supposing  it  to  be  sick  only  with  a  cold,  and  the  material  part  of 
the  question  being  merely  whether  or  not  he  agreed  to  assume  the 
risk  of  such  sickness  as  tne  horse  might  hava  Ibid, 

6.  By  a  contract  indicating  a  present  sale  of  lumber  by  plaintiff  to  de- 

fendants, the  latter  agreed  to  give  their  note  for  a  part  of  the  price 
and  to  pay  the  balance  after  plaintiff  had  carried  the  lumber  for 
them  to  Chicaga  Learning,  however,  that  the  title  was  still  in 
plaintiff's  vendor  of  the  timber  from  which  the  lumber  had  been 
sawed,  who  had  not'been  fully  paid,  defendants  refused  to  give  the 
note  when  demanded  unless  plaintiff  would  clear  the  title  or  give 
a  bond  for  delivery  of  the  lumoer  free  from  liens.  Plaintiff  refused 
to  do  either,  and  soon  after  removed  defendants'  mark  from  the 
lumber  and  sold  it  to  other  persons.  Held,  that  the  contract  had 
been  rescinded.    Shores  Lumber  Co.  v,  Claney,  235 

7.  It  was  immaterial,  in  such  case,  that  plaintiff's  vendor  permitted  it 

to  sell  lumber  before  making  i)ayment,  if  no  such  claim  was  made 
when  defendants  refused  to  give  the  note  and  no  information  to 
that  effect  was  ever  given  them.  Ibid, 

S.  Where,  in  such  case,  the  carriage  of  other  lumber  belonging  to  de- 
fendants to  market  was  made  a  condition  precedent  to  the  taking 
effect  of  the  sale,  the  performance  of  that  condition  by  plaintiff, 
for  which  it  was  fully 'paid,  did  not  preclude  the  defenoants  from 
rescinding  the  sale  for  failure  of  title.  Ibid. 
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9.  The  nonperformance  of  an  agreement  to  transport  lumber  to  market 
on  the  first  trip  made  in  the  spring  is  not  excused  by  the  fact  that 
there  was  ice  near  the  dock  wnich  prevented  getting  at  it  handily. 

Ibid. 

10.  Under  a  contract  by  which  defendant  was  to  pay  a  certain  price  for 

timber  to  be  "  furnished  "  b^  plaintifif,  the  latter  is  not  entitled  to 
recover  the  full  contract  price  for  timber  which,  after  she  had  cut 
it,  was  found  to  belong  to  the  tJnited  States,  and  for  which  defend- 
ant was  compelled  to  pay  the  government,  but  defendant  should 
be  credited  with  the  amount  paid  to  the  government  Parish  v. 
McPhee,  24l 

11.  At  the  time  of  making  such  contract  defendant  was  negotiating  for 

the  purchase  of  certain  lands,  and  instructed  plaintiff  to  cut  the 
timber  therefrom,  and  afterwards  purchased  and  became  the  owner 
of  such  timber.  Heldy  that  this  timber  was  not  ^  furnished "  by 
plaintiff  under  the  contract,  and  that  she  could  recover  the  con- 
tract price  therefor  only  after  crediting  defendant  with  the  value 
of  the  stumpaga  Ibid. 

Sale  of  Land.  See  Equity,  1,  2,  7-10.  Estates  of  Decedents,  8-^. 
Estoppel,  1,  2.  Executions.  Findings  of  Fact.  Reoisteb  of 
Deeds.    Tax  Tituss. 

Sanity.    See  Criminal  Law,  2,  3.    Evidence,  8.    Judgment,  8-5. 

Satisfaction  of  claim  for  injury  resulting  in  death.    See  Action,  & 

ScHOOus.  •  See  Common  Schooia 

Service  of  notice.    See  Evidence,  11.    Highways,  8. 

Settlement:  Rescission  for  fraud.    See  Contracts,  8. 

Sheriff:  Conclusiveness  of  return  on  execution.    See  Voluntary  As> 

SIGNMENT,  8. 

Sidewalks.    See  Municipal  Corporations,  5-9. 

Special  Verdict.  See  Agency,  1,  2.  Appeal,  18, 19.  Instructions 
TO  Jury,  2-0.  Master  and  Servant,  la  Railroads,  17.  Sale 
OF  Chattels,  6.    Verdict. 

Specific  Performance.    See  Equity,  9, 10. 

State  University.    See  University  of  Wisconsin. 

Statute  of  Frauds.    See  Equity,  %  10.    Fraudulent  Conveyances. 

Statute  of  Limitations.  See  Constitutional  Law,  2.  Insurance; 
8-6.    Limitation  of  Actions.    Tax  Titles,  1. 

Statutes. 
Constitutionality.    See  Constitutional  Law.    Jurors.    Ldhtation 

OF  Actions,  1,  8.  Receivers,  1,  2. 
Construction.  See  Action,  1-7.  Adverse  Possession,  1.  Appeal,  2, 
Bills  and  Notes,  5.  Common  Schools.  Counties.  Divorce,  1. 
Ejectment.  Estates  of  Decedents,  i,  5.  Evidence,  6,  7.  Exe- 
cutions, 2,  Fraudulent  Conveyances,  1.  Garnishment,  8.  4. 
Highways,  1,  a  Insolvency,  1,  4.  Insurance,  1-6,  11.  Liens. 
Limitation  of  A9T10NS.  Mortgages,  1.  Partnership,  4  Re- 
ceivers. Tax  Titles,  1-3.  Telephone  Companies,  1,  &  Terms 
OF  Court,  3,  4    Voluntary  Assignment,  3.    Wills,  2. 

Amendment  and  repeal.    See  Insurance,  1, 11.    Tax  Titles,  8. 

Foreign  statutes:  Extra-territorial  effect    See  Conflict  of  Law& 
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Stock  and  STOCKHOLDEna    See  Corporations,  8,  L 

Stock  Certificates.    See  Partnership,  3-5. 

Streets  and  Sidewalk&    See  Highways.    Munic^al  Corforation& 
4-9.    Plat  of  Lands.    Telephone  Companihb. 

Strikes.    See  Master  and  Servant,  2,  3. 

Subcontractors.    See  Assignment,  1, 4 

Sunday  Contract.    See  Railroads,  1. 

Supersedeas.    See  Certiorarl 

Supreme  Court.    See  Appeal.    Certiorari. 

SURETYSHIP. 

See  Bills  and  Notes,  8-5. 

A  surety  upon  an  appeal  bond  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  any 
judgment  finally  recovered  against  his  principal  is  not  entitled,  in 
the  absence  of  fraud  or  collusion,  to  have  a  judgment  against  his 
principal  vacated  and  to  have  permission  to  defend,  where  his 
principal  would  have  no  such  right.    IngersoU  v,  Seatoft,  476 

Survival  of  actions.    See  Action,  1-7. 

Taxation  of  costs.    See  Appeal,  2a    Garnishment,  4, 

TAX  TITLEa 

See  Estoppei* 

1.  The  provision  of  sec.  1191,  R.  S.  1878.  that  the  county  shall  be  the  ex- 
clusive purchaser  at  a  tax  sale  of  lands  upon  whicn  it  already  holds 
a  tax  certificate  does  not  prevent  the  statute  of  limitations  running 
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ln/n3?!     tax  deed  based  on  a  tax  sale  of  such  lands  to  a  differ- 

tiwJR^^f®^^^®^®  **^®  ^^^  were  not  exempt  from  the  taxes  for 
which  such  saie  was  made.     Gilbert  v,  Fier,    ^        "»  ^iie  i^xes  lor 

^  ^fiom  SlJ^r''^'?'  ""^  ^  ^^?^'  ^-  ^  ^®'^®'  ^^^^-^  ^°d8  shaU  be  exempt 
fhal?  J^M^iu''  '^^'l^.*  **^  ^^d  shaU  be  issued  to  a  county  andlt 
IubLui^f*£f.^'*'^^*^  ""l^^  ^l^.^^!;  *^<^  successive  years 
D?SJlt?i*^l?^®*?^^  ''''  TH^*'  ^??^v.  ^®®.^  «^^  issue,  therels  no 
?^^^F^^^}^^^^^^.^^^7  ^  ^^"^*^  »  deed  is  issued  holds  the 
th^^^Jf^  ""u  ^^  Ji^®"^  ¥^  although  the  section  provides  that 
f r!^^^  ®^^^  be  the  exclusive  purchaser  at  such  sales,  since  the 
Ih^Z^"^''^''  °i?7  have  paid  the  taxes  for  those  years;  but  where 
the  lands  are  sulwequentfy  taxed  and  sold  for  taxes  to  another  per- 
taxatio  ^'^^^^^P*^^'^  ^  rather,  that  the  lands  were  then  subjectto 

^  ^i?5!^  clahns  for  refund  upon  invalid  tax  certificates  under  sec 
ll»4^  K.  S.  1878,  upon  which  suit  had  been  brought  prior  to  the  en- 
actment of  oh.  215,  Laws  of  1897,  were  not  defeated  by  the  latter 
act,  although  the  invalidity  was  by  reason  of  irregularities  not 
affecting  the  groundwork  of  the  taxes.    Pier  v.  Onema  Co.         838 

4.  The  faot  that  lands  covered  by  invalid  tax  certificates  had,  prior  to 
the  application  for  a  refund,  passed  out  of  the  limits  and  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  county  which  issued  such  certificates,  does  not  release 
such  county  from  the  obligation  to  make  the  refund.  Ibid. 

6.  The  holder  of  invalid  tax  certificates  held,  also,  tax  deeds  on  the 
same  lands  based  on  prior  sales.   Such  deeds  were  invalid  and  were 
surrendered  for  cancellation.    All  the  claims  for  refund  on  such 
certificates  and  deeds  were  brought  to  the  circuit  court  at  the  same 
time  by  appeal  from  the  county  board,  but,  by  the  consolidation  of 
various  different  claims  pursuant  to  stipulation  of  the  parties  and 
order  of  the  court,  the  claim  upon  the  certificates  in  question  be- 
came separated  from  the  claim  on  the  deeds  on  the  same  land. 
ffeld,  that  such  severance  should  not,  under  the  circumstances,  de- 
feat a  recovery  upon  the  certificates.  Ibid. 

Tbachebs:  Contract  of  employment.    See  Common  Schooia 

TELEPHONE  COMPANIES. 

i«  The  right  given  to  telegraph  and  telephone  companies  by  sea  1778, 
Stats.  1898,  to  construct  and  maintain  their  lines  upon  or  along  high- 
ways, is  subject  to  all  reasonable  regulations  made  by  the  respective 
municipalities.     Marshfield  v.  Wis.  Teleplione  Co.  604 

2.  A  municipalitjr  may,  in  the  exercise  of  a  reasonable  discretion,  pro- 
hibit the  setting  of  telephone  poles  in  certain  of  its  streets.      Ibid. 

8.  Where  a  city  charter  gives  the  common  council  authority  toi-egu- 
late  by  ordinance  the  placing  of  telephone  poles,  etc,  in  its  streets, 
and  provides  that  no  obstruction  snail  be  placed  in  the  streets 
without  a  written  permit  from  the  board  of  public  works,  and  that 
said  board  shall  have  power  to  determine  the  time  and  manner  of 
using  streets  for  the  placing  of  such  poles,  subject  to  an  appeal  to 
the  council,  sec.  1778,  Stats.  1898,  confers  no  right  upon  a  telephone 
company  to  occupy  the  streets  of  said  city  without  the  permission 
of  the  proper  authorities,  even  though  no  regulation  as  to  such  use 
has  been  adopted ;  but  application  for  such  permission  should  be 
made  to  the  board  of  i)ublic  works  and  a  reasonable  time  given  lor 
tliat  body  to  act,  and  if  its  action  proves  unsatisfactory  an  appeal 
should  be  taken  to  the  council.  Xbid. 
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4  In  the  absence  of  a  proper  and  timely  application  to  tlie  board  of 
public  works  in  sucn  a  case,  the  court  has  no  right  to  interfere  to 
compel  it  to  act.  IhicL 

TERMS  OF  COURT. 

1.  The  term  of  office  of  a  circuit  judge  expired  on  Monday,  January  8d. 

On  the  preceding  Thursday,  December  80th,  he  instructed  the 
clerk  to  hold  open  the  current  term  of  court  during  the  ensuing 
two  days  and  until  the  expiration  of  his  said  term  of  office,  and 
that  then  the  business  of  the  term  would  be  concluded  and  the 
term  would  stand  adjourned.  HM^  that  this  was  not  a  direction 
to  the  clerk  to  enter  a  final  adjournment  State  ex  reJ.  Barber  v. 
McBain,  431 

2,  Final  adjournment  of  a  term  of  court  is  a  judicial  act,  requiring  the 

presence  of  the  court,  and  power  to  perform  it  cannot  be  delegated 
to  the  clerk.  IbidL 

8.  Where  the  court  has  merely  directed  that  a  term  be  held  open,  with- 
out adjournment  to  any  specific  day,  and  the  judge  thereafter  fails 
to  attend,  the  clerk  has  no  power,  under  sec.  2573,  Stats.  1898,  to 
enter  a  final  adjournment.  The  power  given  by  that  section  is  to 
be  exercised  only  within  the  exact  conditions  there  prescribed, 
that  is,  when  the  judge  fails  to  attend  at  the  time  fixed  by  law  for 
holding  the  term,  and  for  three  days  thereafter,  or  when  he  so  fails 
to  attend  on  a  day  during  the  term  which  has  been  fixed  by  an  ad- 
journment thereta  IbicL 

4  Under  sec.  2572,  Stats.  1898,  a  term  of  court  does  not  come  to  an  end 
by  failure  to  adjourn  to  a  specific  time,  but  once  commenced  it 
continues  until  terminated  by  an  affirmative  judicial  act  or  by  the 
commencement  of  a  new  term.  IbicL 

Title  to  Land.  See  Adverse  Possession.  Ejectment.  Equttt,  1, 8, 
7-10.  Estates  op  Decedents,  3^.  Estoppel,  1,  2.  ExKCunoNS. 
Findings  OP  Fact.  Fraudulent  Con veyances,  1  Insurance,  17. 
Mortgages,  2.   Public  Lands.   Register  op  Deeds.    Tax  Titles. 

Towns.  See  Highways,  &-&  Municipal  Corporations,  5-9.  Plat  of 
Lands. 

Transactions  with  person  since  deceased.  See  Evidence;  8, 4^  7.  Wiluii, 

1,2. 

TREsPAsa    See  Railroads,  14,  IS. 
Trial  by  Jury.    See  Receivers,  1 

TRUSTS  AND  TRUSTEEa 

See  Adverse  Possession,  3^    Contracts,  2,    Equity,  2.    Fraudulent 

Conveyances,  1.    Partnership,  6^ 

1.  If  property  consisting  of  real  estate  be  by  will  conve;^ed  to  trustees 
to  hold  tor  the  life  of  certain  persons  in  being  therein  named,  the 
income  therefrom  to  be  used  so  far  as  necessary  to  keep  the  prop- 
erty in  repair  and  to  pay  the  taxes  and  insurance,  and  tne  balance 
to  b^  paid  to  those  having  the  life  interest  during  the  continuation 
of  their  lives,  and  the  corpus  of  the  property  to  be,  at  the  termina- 
tion of  the  life  interest,  conveyed  to  a  municipal  corporation  for 
purposes  for  which  it  may  legally  hold  and  devote  it,  and  there  be 
ample  income  from  such  property  to  preserve  it  for  the  ultimate 
purpose  named  in  the  will,  and  there  be  no  express  power  in  the 
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^'^tff«'r.^L*^*^*?i?^^®  permanent  repairs  or  improvem©: 
aeT^oted  to  that  purposa    Mulberg&r  v.  Beurhaus, 
tri Ji?  ^^^r^^^i???^  mentioned  in  the  foregoing,  the  trustees  o£ 

th^m^fHr.^ll*'  *^^.^"f^"^^^  ^^""^  h^^i^^  t^«  life  interest  ; 
^^^^^  P*^^*y  entitled  to  the  property  ultimately,  have  no  — 
i^fir  o  J  b«tw^  ^?^  ^^  ^*^^  princiiStl  of  the  trust  estete  to  the 
ing-  ot  betterments  or  permanent  improvements. 

^    "*■  si^-^?'o*f^^*®'^^°'^®  ?  ^r^'  ?^  concerning  its  administratioxi 
f^i   ^ff o       °^^^?  'I  reg^ilated  wholly  by  statute.    All  costs  and  g 
™  -!f^  "^  well  for  which  the  tnlst4s  would  otherwise  be  li^ 
are  clmrgeable  to  the  trust  property  or  income  thereof,  in  ttx 
sence  of  some  direction  to  the  contrary  based  on  bad  faith  on 
^*^V^  of  the  trustees.    The  court  has  no  authority,  indepena^ 
a*  statute  on  the  subject,  to  direct  the  payment  of  costs  or  oo- 
fees  out  of  the  trust  fund,  except  such  taxable  costs  as  the  tx:\; 
^woiald  otherwise  be  compelled  to  pay  personally. 
XJLTifcA.  ^VrRBS.     See  Counties. 

TJNCrERXA.INTT. 

In  special  verdict    See  Agency,  1,  2. 

In  notice  of  killing  of  animals.    See  Railboads»  2Z, 
XJni>er.x.a.kxnq  on  appeal.    See  Appeal,  a 
XJni>xte5   Influence.    See  Fraud,  4    Wua^  a 

UNIVERSITY  OF  WISCONSIN. 

1.  The  cliairman  of  a  special  committee  of  the  board  of  regenfcs     ^r^-p-  *i, 

state  university  charged  with  the  general  direction' of  oertei.i:K:fc.   -^L-      i 
Ha^  no  authority,  unless  the  same  has  been  given  him  by  ttx^    t^^^^^  j 
to  modify  the  written  contract  which  the  board  has  autho:r*i,^  ^^^^5'  .  ' 
respect  to  such  work.    Skobia  v,  Ferge,  "*=^ci  in 

2.  A  conversation  between  a  contractor  and  the  chairman  of  ci,    ^-»-^ 

c5ommittee  of  the  board  of  regents  which  has  general  dir^c:^-^- j^'^oial 
tlie   performance  of  the  contract  is  not  binding,  on  the    1:><-;|  ^^"^""^  --* 
vary   tlie  terms  of  the  written  contract  thereafter  fornxc^Xl 
cute<3.  - 

3.  No   verbal  explanations  or  assurances  by  individual  membex*^ 

boarcl  of  regents  could  bind  the  board  to  an  agreement    ^  j^,- 
pay  o^  *o  guarantee  the  amount  of  a  subcontract,  nor  b\xI>  -| 
pablio  rnoaeys  under  its  control  to  liability  in  exoess  of  -f^j 
tiiorize<i  by  the  board. 

Usage.     See  Oontracts,  6.    Logs  and  Timber,  8. 

Value:  Evidenoei    See  Replevin. 

Vamancbl      See  Pleading,  1. 

Vendor  -aj«'I>  I^ctbohaser  op  Land.    See  Adverse  FossEssIo:^^ 

MEMT.      Equity,  1, 3,  7-10.  Estates  of  Decedents,  8-15.      :]few-*cuaECT. 

OF  F^CTTm  *^-^X>INGS 

VERDICT. 

See  Agenctk-,  ^'  ^«  Appeal.  18,  19.     Cookt  and  Jury.    Ins-i:.^^,,^ 

TO   Jury,   2-6.    Judgment,  1.    Master  and  Servant^  x^^^^tions 
tice,  2-      Rajlroads,  17.    Sale  op  Chattels,  5.  *=*-       Prao- 

1   A  finding:    ^^    *  special  verdict  that  the  agent  of  th©  ^v^.-^^ 

binder  a-^^eed  that  if  on  trial  it  did  not  suit  the  veud^^   v;.^^^  o'  a 

*^^  might 
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return  it  without  notice,  is  not  inconsistent  with  a  finding  that  the 
agent  did  not  mislead  the  vendee  as  to  the  contents  of  a  written 
order  signed  by  the  latter,  by  the  terms  of  which  written  notice 
and  an  opportunity  to  remedy  defects  were  to  be  given  before  the 
binder  could  be  returned.    Piano  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bergmann,  21 

2.  A  refusal  to  submit  questions  for  a  special  verdict  as  recjuested  is 
not  error  where  those  submitted  cover  all  the  material  issues. 
Crmae  v.  C.  db  N.  W.  R.  Co.  190 

8.  Where  the  questions  submitted  to  the  jury  for  a  special  verdict  cover 
all  the  material,  controverted  issues  of  fact,  the  ruling  of  the  court 
in  refusing  to  submit  more  specific  questions  will  not  be  reversed 
save  for  an  abuse  of  discretion,     ward  v.  C,  M.  <St  St.  P.  R.  Co. 

215 

4i  The  object  of  a  special  verdict  is  to  obtain  from  the  jury  answers  to 
certain  questions  of  fact,  without  regard  to  their  legal  effect  upon 
the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  thus  to  obtain  a  result  as  far  as  pos- 
sible free  from  sympathy  and  prejudice.  The  recjuiring  of  a  general 
verdict  also,  and  giving  full  instructions  applicable  to  a  general 
verdict,  tends  to  defeat  such  object,  and,  if  objections  are  duly 
made,  is  a  material  error.  Ibid, 

5u  Same  point    Schaidler  v.  C.  A  N,  W.  R.  Co.  564 

6.  Questions  submitted  for  a  special  verdict  should  be  such  that  the 
jury  will  determine  the  substantial  issuable  facts  and  not  the  con- 
clusions to  be  derived  therefrom ;  and  the  refusal  to  submit  such 
questions  when  requested  is  error,  if  in  lieu  thereof  the  court  sub- 
mits only  a  question  calling  for  a  conclusion,  the  answer  to  which 
leaves  the  party  unadvised  as  to  the  real  facts  upon  which  the  jury*s 
conclusion  is  based.  So  held  in  an  action  for  personal  injuries 
where  an  employer's  neglect  of  several  distinct  duties  to  his  em- 
ployee was  in  issue  and  the  court  submitted  only  the  general  ques- 
tion, Was  the  injury  proximately  caused  by  defendant's  negligence? 
Bigelow  v.  Danielson,  470 

Vested  Rianrs.    See  Constitutional  Law.    Tax  Titles,  3. 

ViLLAQB  Plats.    See  Plat  of  Lands. 

VOLUNTARY  ASSIGNMENT. 
See  AssiQNMENT,  1.    Receivebs. 

1.  In  an  action  of  replevin  against  an  assignee,  to  which  the  assignor  is 

not  a  party,  the  latter  is  a  competent  witness,  and  it  is  not  error 
to  exclude  his  examination,  taken  under  sec.  17026,  S.  &  B.  Ann. 
Stats,  (sec.  1693&,  Stats.  1898),  when  offered,  not  by  way  of  impeach- 
ment, but  as  substantive  evidenca  David  Adier  <&  Sons  C.  Co.  r. 
Thorp,  70 

2.  Although  sea  1695,  R.  S.  1878,  provides  that  the  assignee's  bond,  to- 

gether with  a  copy  of  the  assignment,  shall  be  filed  by  the  oflBcer 
taking  the  same  in  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  the 
manual  filing  of  the  paper  by  a  messenger,  instead  of  by  the  officer 
himself,  will  not  avoia  the  assignment,  if  the  papers  are  in  all  other 
respects  properly  executed  and  are  filed  in  proper  tima  Toepfer 
V.  Lampert,  465 

8.  The  rule  that  a  sheriff's  return  upon  execution  as  to  his  official  acts 
done  thereunder  is  conclusive  upon  the  parties  to  the  action  and 
their  privies  does  not  preclude  an  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  the 


Wis.]  index.  735 


creditors  of  an  execution  debtor  from  showing,  in  contradiction  of 
the  return,  that  the  levy  was  not  in  fact  made  until  after,  the  filing 
of  the  assignment,  because  if  the  assignee's  title  accrued  before  the 
levy  he  is  not  a  privy  and  not  bound  by  the  return.  IbicL 

4  A  conveyance  or  othe»  arrangement  by  which  an  insolvent  debtor 
places  part  or  all  of  his  property  under  the  control  of  another, 
whether  a  creditor  or  not,  m  trust  for  the  benefit  of  one  or  more  of 
his  creditors,  with  or  without  preferences,  constitutes  an  assign* 
ment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  and  is  voidable  at  the  election  of 
any  creditor  not  consenting  thereto,  unless  the  statutory  requisites 
for  the  making  of  voluntary  assignments  be  complied  with.  Sweet, 
Dempster  <Sb  Co,  v.  Neff,  483 

5.  Where  separate  mortgages  of  the  property  of  an  insolvent  debtor 
were  given  at  the  same  time  to  several  creditors,  with  an  agree- 
ment or  understanding,  evidenced  by  the  writings  and  by  the  con- 
duct of  the  parties,  that  the  first  mortgagee  shoiud  take  immediate 
possession  for  the  benefit  of  all,  convert  the  property  into  money,, 
and  account  therefor  to  the  other  mortgagees  or  their  mutual 
a^nt,  the  transaction  is  field  to  have  constituted  a  voluntary  as- 
signment. Menaesheimer  v.  Kennedy,  75  Wis.  411,  and  Michelstetter 
u  Weiner,  82  Wis.  298,  distinguished.  Ibid. 

VOLXJNTABY  CONVBYANOB.     See  FkAVDULENT  CONVEYANCES,  L. 

Waqebs.    See  Garnishment,  1. 

Waiver. 
Of  tort.    See  AcmoN,  10.    Damages.  4    pLE.vDiNa,  2,  SL 
Of  objections.    See  Apptcat.,  4-7. 
Of  condition  in  policy.    See  Insurance,  9, 10,  12 
Of  right  to  lien.    See  Liens,  1. 
Of  warranty.    See  Sale  of  Chattels,  8. 

Warranty.    See  Contracts,  8-10.    Sale  of  Chattels,  2-5, 

WILLa 
See  Domicile,  1    Jxtdgment,  6. 

1.  An  heir  of  a  testator,  for  whom  no  provision  is  made  in  the  will,  is 

a  competent  subscribing  witness  thereta    In  re  Will  of  Hqppe,  54 

2.  An  heir  of  a  testator,  if  not  provided  for  in  the  will,  is  a  party  ad- 

verse to  the  proponents  in  the  probate  proceedings,  and  is  not  in- 
competent under  sec.  4069,  R  8.  1878,  to  testify  on  behalf  of  such 
proponents  to  transactions  by  him  personally  with  the  deceased. 

Ibid, 

3.  The  evidence  in  this  case  (fully  stated  in  the  opinion)  is  Tield  to  show 

that  an  alleged  will  was  procured  by  undue  influence  or  fraud. 
Baker  v.  Bakery  22ft 

4  Claimed  in  a  will  contest  that  two  of  three  subscribing  witnesses 
signed  the  attestation  clause  in  the  absence  of  the  testetor  at  the 
residence  of  one  of  such  two,  such  one  being  a  lawyer  of  large  ex- 
perience and  the  personal  friend  and  confidential  adviser  of  the 
testator.  Such  lawyer  witness  was  dead  at  the  time  of  the  trial, 
and  the  other  two  supported  the  claim  of  the  contestants.  The 
finding  on  that  and  other  evidence  was  that  only  one  witness 
signed  in  the  presence  of  the  testator.  Held,  on  appeal,  that  the 
presumption  as  to  the  truth  of  the  attestation  clause,  arising  from 
the  pro&ssional  character  of  the  deceased  witness  and  his  relations 
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to  the  decedent,  was  not  sufficient  to  warrant  holding  that  the  de- 
cision of  the  trial  court  was  against  the  clear  vreponderance  of  the 
evidence.    Winslow,  J.,  dissents.    Adams  v.  Itoaman,  456 

6.  In  a  proceeding  to  probate  the  will  of  a  testator  who,  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  was  a  resident  of  and  domiciled  in  Wisconsin,  it  is  im- 
material whether  his  children  to  whom  the  estate  is  left  are  legiti- 
mate or  illegitimate.    Frame  v,  Thormann,  658 

6.  So  far  as  the  judgment  of  the  Wisconsin  court,  in  such  a  case,  at- 
tempted to  legitimatize  adult  children  of  the  testator  residing  in 
another  state,  it  was  extra-judicial  and  inoperativa  foicL 

WiTNEssBS.     See  Evidencb,  8,  4^  6-&     Yolxtntabt  Assionment,  1. 
Wills,  1, 3,  4 

Words  and  Phrases. 
Accident  insurance  company,  in  statuta    See  Insurancb^  6L 
Adversely,  in  statute.    See  Adverse  Possession,  1« 
AU  his  estate,  in  statute.    See  Insolvency,  4. 
Am^yunt  involved,  in  statute.    See  Appeal,  2l 
Claims,  in  policy.    See  Insurance,  7. 
Color  of  title,  in  statute.    See  Ejectment. 
J>ue  proof  of  claim,  in  policy.    See  Insurance,  8. 
Filed  by  the  officer,  in  statute.    See  Voluntary  Assignment,  2L 
Furnished,  in  contract    See  Sale  of  Chattels,  10, 11. 
Gifts  in  trust,  in  statute.    See  Fraudulent  (Conveyances,  1. 
Jointly  indebted,  in  statuta    See  Bills  and  Notes,  5. 
Matters  required  in  this  chapter,  in  statute.    See  Insolvency,  1. 
Necessary  repairs,  in  injunction.    See  Highways,  3.      ^ 
Notice  shall  oe  given,  in  statute.    See  Highways,  8. 
Party,  in  statute.    See  Evidence,  7.    Wills,  2. 
Personal  estate,  in  statute.    See  Action,  6. 
Personal  property,  in  statute.    See  Partnership,  A, 
Prescribe  for  patient,  in  statuta    See  Evidence,  6. 
Proximate  cause.    See  Master  and  Servant,  14    Railroads,  9. 
Railroad  material,  etc.,  in  contract    See  Contracts,  5. 
Beasonahle  doubt.    See  Criminal  Law,  4r-7. 
Right  of  trial  by  Jury,  in  constitution.    See  Receivers,  1. 
Sole  and  unconditional  ownership,  in  policy.    See  Insurance;  17. 
Void,  in  statute.    See  Estates  of  Decedents,  4. 
Workmanlike  manner,  in  contract    See  Loos  and  Timber,  & 

Writ. 
Of  certiorari    See  Certiorari. 
Of  error.    See  Appeal,  1. 
Of  execution.    See  Executions. 
Of  mandamus.    See  Insurance  2,    Telephone  Companies^  4 
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